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CHAPTER  I.  SUMMARY 


The  proposed  project  is  to  subdivide  the  site  at  501  Cambridge  Street  into  three 
parcels.  The  Project  Sponsor,  Bridgemont  High  School,  would  subdivide  the 
approximately  ten  acre  site  into  a  3.5  acre  southern  parcel,  a  4.5  acre  middle 
parcel,  and  a  1.9  acre  northern  parcel. 

The  southern  parcel  is  proposed  to  be  sold  to  a  private  sponsor,  Crystal  Villa 
Associates,  which  would  further  subdivide  that  parcel  into  50  lots  and  construct 
50  single-family  homes.  Bridgemont  High  School  would  retain  the  middle  parcel 
in  educational  and  rel  igious  uses ,  rehabi  1  itate  the  bui  ldings ,  and  modify  internal 
vehicle  circulation.  The  northern  parcel  is  being  sold  to  the  Fel  lowship  Academy, 
which  would  continue  to  operate  a  private  preschool/K-8  school. 

The  site  is  on  University  Mound,  about  two  blocks  north  of  McLaren  Park,  within 
an  RH-1  (House,  One-Family)  district.  The  site  has  many  trees,  particularly 
on  the  southern  portion.  Up  to  171  of  the  213  trees  (80%)  over  five  inches  in 
•  diameter  on  the  southern  parcel  would  be  removed  for  the  housing  development 
together  with  associated  smaller  trees. 

An  Initial  Study  found  that  potentially  significant  environmental  effects  of 
the  project  would  be  limited  to  the  removal  of  the  trees.  According  to  two 
independent  biological  surveys,  the  trees  are  introduced  species  which  have 
suffered  from  neglect  for  many  years.  No  endangered  species  of  plants  or  animals 
are  found  on  the  site.  No  natural  ecological  associations  of  plants  and  animals 
are  found  on  the  site.  Typical  urban  birds  fly  back  and  forth  between  McLaren 
Park  and  the  site.  On-site  bird  habitat  would  be  reduced,  but  the  larger 
McLaren  Park  area  would  not  be  significantly  affected  by  the  reduced  tree  habitat. 

The  removal  of  trees  would  be  partially  mitigated  by  landscaping  yards  and 
planting  street  trees. 

Alternatives  considered  include  two  higher  density  housing  alternatives  (92 
and  99  units),  which  would  have  similar  biological  impacts  as  the  proposed  project; 
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I .  SUMMARY 


•  a  21-unit  alternative,  which  would  preserve  the  healthy  trees  on  the  site;  a 
reduced  housing  alternative  (6  units),  which  would  preserve  nearly  all  the 
trees  on  the  site;  and  the  no  project  alternative  which  would  entail  no  change 
to  the  project  site  and  would  allow  it  to  be  considered  for  other  potential  uses 
in  the  future. 
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CHAPTER  II.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Project  Sponsor's  Objectives 

The  proposed  project  is  to  subdivide  the  site  at  501  Cambridge  Street  (see 
Figure  1,  page  4),  encompassing  most  of  Assessor's  Block  5992A,  into  three 
parcels.  The  Project  Sponsor,  Bridgemont  High  School,  would  subdivide  the 
approximately  ten  acre  site  into  a  3.5  acre  southern  parcel,  a  4.5  acre  middle 
parcel,  and  a  1.9  acre  northern  parcel.  The  southern  parcel  is  proposed  to  be 
sold  to  a  private  sponsor  who  would  further  subdivide  that  parcel  into  50  lots 
and  construct  50  single-family  homes.  Bridgemont  High  School  would  retain  the 
middle  parcel  for  its  educational  and  religious  uses,  rehabilitate  the  buildings 
within  the  parcel,  and  modify  internal  vehicle  circulation.  The  northern  parcel 
is  being  sold  to  the  Fellowship  Academy  which  presently  operates  a  private 
preschool/K-8  school  on  the  site  and  would  continue  that  use.  A  site  plan  is 
provided  in  Figure  2,  page  5. 

The  Project  Sponsor's  objective  is  to  sell  the  southern  and  northern  parcels, 
using  the  proceeds  to  continue  and  expand  its  existing  activities  on  the  proposed 
middle  parcel . 

Project  Location 

The  site  is  on  University  Mound,  about  two  blocks  north  of  McLaren  Park  within 
an  RH-1  (House,  One-Family)  district.  It  lies  between  Wayland  Street  on  the 
south,  Felton  Street  on  the  north,  Cambridge  Street  on  the  west  and  Amherst  and 
Princeton  Streets  on  the  east  (see  Figure  1,  page  4). 

Project  Characteristics 

The  southern  parcel  would  be  subdivided  into  50  single-unit  lots.  Per  City 
Planning  Code  standards  for  minimum  lot  size,  42  of  the  lots  would  contain 
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Project  Site 


FIGURE  1:   Project  Site 
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SOURCE:   Department  of  City  Planning  &  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
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II.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


2,500  sq.ft.  or  more  of  area;  four  lots  within  125  ft.  of  the  Bacon\Cambridge 
Streets  intersection  and  four  lots  within  125  ft.  of  the  Bacon\Amherst  Streets 
intersections  would  contain  1,750  sq.ft.  of  area.1  All  of  the  lots  would  have 
25-ft.  frontages;    all  the  units  would  contain  three  or  four  bedrooms. 

•  The  two-story,  southernmost  four  houses  on  Cambridge  Street  would  be  set  back 
four  ft.  from  the  sidewalk.  All  of  the  houses  on  the  proposed  Yale  Street  cul- 
de-sac  extension  would  be  set  back  an  average  of  10.5  ft.  (range  5  ft.  -  15  ft. ) . 
No  other  setbacks  are  proposed. 

The  units  would  be  configured  in  three  basic  floor  plans,  depending  on  slope 
of  the  lots.  About  30  units  on  level,  standard  lots  would  be  2-story  with  a 
2-car  garage.  Eight  houses,  four  each  facing  Amherst  Street  and  Cambridge  Street 
extending  south  100  feet  from  the  south  property  line  of  Bacon  Street,  would 
be  constructed  on  25  ft.  x  70  ft.  long  lots.  These  units  would  be  three-story, 
with  two  floors  of  living  space  above  a  family  room  and  two-car  garage. 

Approximately  twelve  units  are  proposed  on  relatively  steep  slopes.  In  these 
units  a  family  room  would  be  provided  on  a  third  story  at  the  back  of  the 
building.  Grading  and  earthwork  would  be  performed  in  a  manner  to  avoid  erosion 
and  deposition  of  soil  into  the  storm  drain  systems.  Siltation  ponds  would  be 
constructed  to  handle  construction  runoff;  hay  bales  and/or  construction  fabrics 
would  be  used  to  divert  silt  laden  water  away  from  catch  basins. 

Driveways  into  some  of  the  adjacent  units  would  be  built  adjoining  one  another 
to  minimize  curb  cuts  and  impermeable  cover  and  to  maximize  preservation  of 
trees  on  the  site  and  curb  parking. 


City  Planning  Code  Section  §121e  permits  any  lot  having  its  street  frontage  entirely  within  125  feet 
of  the  intersection  of  two  streets  to  have  a  minimum  lot  area  of  1,750  Square  feet. 
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II.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Development  of  the  southern  parcel  in  housing  would  require  removal  of  up  to 
171  trees,  mostly  Monterey  cypress  and  Monterey  pines  and  other  pine  and 
ornamental  species,  as  a  result  of  grading  and  construction  activities.  The 
trees  would  be  partially  replaced  by  landscaping  and  street  trees  planted  in 
accordance  with  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  §  143. 2  The  impact  of  tree  removal 
is  discussed  in  Chapter  IV. 


San  Francisco  City  Planning  Code  §  143  requires  that  residential  development  include  planting  an 
average  of  one  15  gallon  street  tree  for  every  20  ft.  of  building  frontage.  The  Project  sponsor  proposes  to 
meet  this  requirement  by  planting  15  gallon  trees  of  a  type  approved  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  in  the 
public  right-of-way  fronting  the  development.  The  Project  Sponsor  also  proposes  to  cluster  additional  trees 
in  backyard  areas  and  at  cul-de-sac  endings  in  an  attempt  to  recreate  the  scenic  and  habitat  values  currently 
provided  by  the  massed  trees  on  the  site. 


•  6a 


II.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Bridgemont  High  School's  existing  educational  and  religious  activities  on  the 
middle  parcel  would  continue  with  minor  interior  and  exterior  remodeling  of 
existing  buildings.  The  School's  projected  four  year  enrollment  (1992-93  school 
year)  is  160  students,  approximately  double  the  current  enrollment  of  79. 3 

Existing  activities  on  the  northern  parcel  associated  with  the  Fellowship 
Academy  and  the  Little  Friends'  Preschool  would  continue.  The  Fellowship 
presently  projects  an  increase  in  enrollment  of  about  20%  (from  185  to  225 
students)  with  3  new  staff  (from  23  to  26)  by  1993.  The  Fellowship  is  consid- 
ering several  alternative  access  schemes:  continuation  of  access  via  Bridge- 
mont 's  driveway  (contingent  upon  an  easement  from  Bridgemont  School);  access 
from  a  driveway  from  the  Yale  Street  cul-de-sac,  or  from  a  private  driveway  from 
Cambridge  Street  at  the  far  northwest  corner  of  the  parcel  (see  Figure  2,  page 
5).  Fellowship  circulation  changes  would  include  construction  of  a  "round- 
about" drop  off  point  in  front  of  the  facility  main  entrance  and  widening  of 
the  existing  road  to  about  20  ft. 

•  Figures  3d,  4d,  4e,  6d,  6e  and  6f,  on  pages  10a,  11a,  15a  and  15b  [C&R  pages 
9  -  12],  show  enlarged,  computerized  versions  of  some  of  the  photographs  on  pages 
10,  11  and  15  and  an  indication  of  how  each  view  would  appear  with  the  proposed 
project.  Figures  3b,  3c  and  4a  (pages  10  and  11)  were  not  digitized  because 
the  views  in  these  photographs  would  not  change  under  the  proposed  development.33 
See  Appendix  C  for  an  explanation  of  the  methodology  used  to  generate  these 
figures. 

Street  improvements  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  include  extending  Bacon 
Street  east  about  440  ft.  from  Cambridge  Street,  creating  a  cul-de-sac.  The 
existing  Yale  Street  cul-de-sac  at  the  southern  property  line  would  be  retained 
and  extended  about  100  ft.  north.  The  possibi  1  ity  of  Bacon  Street  cutting  through 
to  Amherst  Street  was  considered  and  rejected  because  it  would  have  required 
acquisition  of  land  not  owned  by  the  Project  Sponsor. 


3    The  16  faculty  and  9  staff  would  remain  approximately  the  same. 

•  3a    Although  Figure  11a  appears  to  show  trees  in  the  project  site,  these  trees  are  in  McLaren  Park 

and  block  the  view  of  the  southern  portion  of  the  site  from  that  area. 
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Under  the  City  Planning  Code,  51  units  would  be  permitted  on  the  152,500  sq.ft. 
southern  parcel  by  subdivision  at  one  unit  per  3000  sq.ft.  of  lot  area.4  Up  to 
99  units  could  be  built  on  the  parcel  with  Conditional  Use  authorization  from 
the  City  Planning  Commission.  Fifty  units  are  proposed  on  the  southern  parcel. 
The  site  is  in  a  40-X  height  and  bulk  district,  where  no  portion  of  any  dwelling 


City  Planning  Code  Section  §209. 1(f). 
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may  exceed  a  height  of  35  ft.5  The  proposed  units  would  comply  with  applicable 
height  limits. 

Project  Approval  Procedure 

Following  a  public  hearing  on  this  Draft  EIR  before  the  City  Planning  Commission, 
responses  to  written  and  oral  comments  will  be  prepared;  this  EIR  will  be  revised 
accordingly  and  presented  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  certification 
as  to  accuracy,  objectivity  and  completeness.  No  permits  may  be  issued  before 
the  Final  EIR  is  certified. 

Specific  permit  requirements  would  apply  to  each  element  of  the  proposed  pro- 
ject. Bridgemont  School  would  require  Parcel  Map  approval  from  the  City  Plan- 
ning Commission  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  for  initial  subdivi- 
sion of  the  site.  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  City  Planning  Commis- 
sion would  be  required  to  legalize  the  continued  operation  of  educational  and 
religious  institutions  within  an  RH-1  District  pursuant  to  City  Planning  Code 
§  209.3.  Construction  of  50  single-family  dwelling  units  on  the  southern  parcel 
would  require  subdivision  and  street  improvement  permits  from  the  City  Planning 
Commission  and  DPW.  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  City  Planning 
Commission  would  be  required  for  the  proposed  two-car  garages  and  16-foot  wide 
garage  doors. 

Project  Schedule 

Construction  would  begin  about  three  months  after  certification  of  the  EIR  and 
take  about  one  year. 


Exceptions  to  the  35  ft  height  limit  are:  1)  a  40  ft.  height  is  permitted  where  the  average  ground 
elevation  at  the  rear  line  of  the  lot  is  higher  by  20  or  more  feet  than  at  the  front  line  thereof,  and  2)  a 
30  ft.  height  is  permitted  where  the  average  ground  elevation  at  the  rear  line  of  the  lot  is  lower  by  20  or 
more  ft.  than  at  the  front  line  (City  Planning  Code  §  261).    The  Code  defines  how  height  is  to  be  measured. 
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The  property  contains  about  320,000  sq.ft.  of  gently  to  steeply  sloping  land 
and  eleven  buildings,  as  described  below.  There  are  213  over  five  inches  in 
diameter  on  the  southern  parcel  of  the  site  and  85  over  five  inches  in  diameter 
on  the  northern  and  middle  parcels.  Bacon  Street  ends  at  the  eastern  and  western 
site  boundaries.  Yale  Street,  a  north-south  street,  is  interrupted  by  the  site. 
A  one-way,  10  ft.  wide,  loop  road  circles  the  property  within  the  site  from  an 
entrance  on  Cambridge  Street,  exiting  onto  Cambridge  Street  about  100  ft.  south 
of  the  entrance.  An  existing  hedge  and  Monterey  cypress  trees  along  Cambridge 
Street  screen  the  site  from  the  street.  The  Southern  Parcel  is  visible  from 
Cambridge,  Bacon  and  Yale  Streets  and  is  densely  wooded.  The  Northern  Parcel 
is  roughly  10  ft.  below  the  Cambridge  Street  grade  and  is  blocked  from  street 
view  by  an  eight  foot  hedge  and  trees.  Access  to  the  Northern  Parcel  is  presently 
via  the  Bridgemont  School's  Cambridge  Street  driveway  near  Bacon  Street.  Views 
of  the  site  from  nearby  streets  are  shown  in  Figure  3,  page  10.  The  site  is 
also  visible  from  portions  of  McLaren  Park  (see  Figure  4,  page  11). 

Bridgemont  School,  a  college  preparatory,  junior  and  senior  high  school,  has 
operated  on  the  Middle  Parcel  since  1982.  Hours  of  operation  are  7:45  a.m.  to 
4:00  p.m.,  when  the  school  is  closed  for  the  night.  Bridgemont  School  also 
operates  an  eight  week  summer  day  camp  program  attended  by  up  to  150  children 
per  one  week  session.  Fifteen  counselors,  typically  local  college  students, 
live  at  dormitory  facilities  at  the  school  for  the  two  month  period. 

Other  uses  on  the  site  include:  (1)  the  Fellowship  Academy  l-8th  grade  program, 
operating  7:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  Monday  through  Friday,  with  a  current  enrollment 
of  185  students  and  23  staff;  (2)  the  Little  Friends  pre-school/kindergarten 
program,  operating  7:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  Monday  through  Friday,  with  a  present 
enrollment  of  75  students  and  12  staff  (no  growth  anticipated  over  the  next  4 
years);  (3)  Calvary  Church  a  congregation  whose  200-250  members  meet  each 
Sunday  from  9:30-11:00  a.m.  in  the  Bridgemont  School  chapel,  with  a  four  person 
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View  from  Cambridge  and 
John  F.  Shelly  Streets, 
looking  north  on  Cam- 
bridge. 


View  from  Burrows  and 
Gambier  looking  east 
on  Burrows.  McLaren 
Park  is  in  right  fore- 
ground. 


Digitized  representation  of  Figure  3a,  EIR  page  10, 
with  project  drawn  in. 


FIGURE  3d.  Digitized  Representation  Showing  Site  with  Proposed  Project 


SOURCE:  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
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View  from  picnic  tables 
above  John  F,  Shelley 
Dr.  Existinc  trees  in 
McLaren  Park  Mock  view 
of  proposed  southern 
parcel . 


Bridgemont  School 


Southern  Parcel 


View  from  John  F.  Shel- 
ly Dr.  looking  north- 
east. 


Bell  Tower  Bacon  St.  Project 


d.    Digitized  representation  of  Figure  4b,  EIR  page  11, 
with  project  drawn  in. 


e.    Digitized  representation  of  Figure  4c,  EIR  page  11, 
with  project  drawn  in. 


FIGURE  4.     Digitized  Representations  Showing  Site  with  Proposed  Project 


SOURCE:  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
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administrative  staff  in  four  offices  at  Bridgemont  School  (expansion  plans,  if 
any,  are  unknown  at  this  time);  (4)  Iglesia  Biblica  Missionera  -  a  church  group 
of  approximately  80  members  meeting  Sundays  for  10:00  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.  services 
in  the  Bridgemont  School  Auditorium  (expansion  plans,  if  any,  are  unknown  at 
this  time);  (5)  miscellaneous  apartment  and  dormitory-style  units  sprinkled 
throughout  the  campus  housing  25  permanent  residents,  mostly  staff  and  married 
students  attending  Simpson  Bible  College  (801  Silver  Avenue),  and  up  to  15 
temporary  residents  associated  with  summer  camp  and  weekend  religious  retreat 
activities. 

These  uses  occupy  eleven  existing  structures:  (1)  a  four-story,  rectangular, 
43,600  gross  sq.ft.  (gsf)  building  housing  all  classroom  and  some  administra- 
tive space  of  Bridgemont  School;  (2)  a  two-  and  three-story,  7,650  gsf,  chapel 
building  used  by  the  Calvary  Chapel;  (3)  a  four  story,  19,680  gsf,  structure 
housing  the  administrative  offices  of  Bridgemont  School  and  Calvary  Chapel; 
(4)  six  two-story  dormitory  structures,  of  which  four  dormitories  currently 
house  Fellowship  Academy  and  Little  Friends  preschool/kindergarten  programs, 
one  is  rented  for  use  as  a  religious  mens'  retreat  by  12  persons  each  weekend, 
(except  for  eight  weeks  during  the  summer,  when  it  houses  15  summer  camp  coun- 
selors), and  the  other  structure  is  presently  unused;  (5)  a  single  story,  3,090 
gsf  auditorium  with  a  maximum  seating  capacity  of  189  persons,  used  on  weekdays 
by  Bridgemont  School  and  on  weekends  by  the  Iglesia  Biblica  Missionera  church 
congregation;  and  (6)  a  two-  and  three-story,  20,200  gsf,  gymnasium/ swimming 
pool  building. 

The  surrounding  area  is  characterized  by  single-family  dwellings  except  for  a 
commercial  greenhouse  southwest  of  the  site  on  Cambridge  Street  and  the  Sisters 
of  the  Good  Shepherd  facility  to  the  northeast,  bordering  the  site.  The  area 
is  zoned  RH-1  within  a  radius  of  six  blocks  of  the  site  except  for  McLaren  Park 
to  the  south  (P,  Public  Use  District),  the  subsurface  University  Mound  Reservoir 
two  blocks  east  of  the  site  (Public  Use),  and  areas  of  RH-l(D)  (House,  One- 
Family  Detached  Dwellings)  and  RH-2  (House,  Two-Family)  zoned  housing  near  Silver 
Ave.  some  3  to  4  blocks  north  of  the  site. 
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CHAPTER  IV.    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


An  environmental  evaluation  application  for  the  project  was  filed  on  September 
2,  1988.  On  June  16,  1989,  on  the  basis  of  an  Initial  Study,  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  determined  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  would  be 
required  for  the  project.  Issues  determined  to  require  no  further  discussion 
as  a  result  of  the  Initial  study  include:  Land  Use,  Visual  Quality,  Population, 
Transportation/Circulation,  Noise,  Air  Quality/Climate,  Public  Services  and 
Utilities,  Geology,  Water,  Energy/Natural  Resources,  Hazards  and  Cultural 
Resources.  Therefore,  this  EIR  does  not  discuss  these  issues.  (See  Appendix 
A,  pages  34-59,  for  the  Initial  Study.)  On  the  basis  of  the  Initial  Study, 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  determined  that  the  loss  of  substantial  numbers 
of  mature,  scenic  trees  from  the  proposed  southern  parcel  could  have  a  significant 
impact  on  the  environment.    This  impact  is  therefore  analyzed  in  this  chapter. 

An  ecological  field  reconnaissance  of  the  site  and  a  tree  survey  were  prepared 
by  independent  consultants.6  Copies  of  both  studies  are  available  for  public 
review  in  the  offices  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  The  conclusions  of 
those  studies  are  contained  herein.  Issues  analyzed  included  plant  and  animal 
species  inhabiting  the  site,  habitat  value  of  the  site,  and  the  condition  of 
the  trees. 

Figure  5,  page  14,  provides  a  map  of  the  site's  existing  vegetation.  The  southern 
portion  of  the  site  is  densely  wooded  (see  Figure  6,  page  15).  About  a  third 
of  the  trees  have  trunk  diameters  in  excess  of  16  inches  as  measured  at  chest 
height.  Fifty  four  trees  are  greater  than  20  inches  in  diameter,  28  trees  are 
25  inches  or  more  in  diameter,  16  trees  are  30  inches  or  more,  and  several  are 
in  excess  of  60  inches  in  diameter.    (See  Figure  7,  page  16,  for  location  of 


Renshaw,  Diane  L.  (Consulting  Ecologist),  Prel iminary  Field  Reconnaissance,  Crystal  Villa  Site,  San 
Francisco,  CA.,  June  27,  1988.  McClintock,  Elizabeth,  Ph.D.  (Botanist),  Tree  Survey  on  Property  for  Development 
of  Crystal  Villa  Residences,  November  2,  1988.  Available  for  review  in  the  case  file  at  the  office  of 
Environmental  Review,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  St.,  San  Francisco. 
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FIGURE  5.  Map  of  Existing  Site  Vegetation. 
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FIGURE  6.  Existing  Southern  Parcel  Trees 

SOURCE:   Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 


d.    Digitized  representation  of  Figure  6a,  EIR  page  15, 
with  project  drawn  in. 


e.    Digitized  representation  of  Figure  6b,  EIR  page  15, 
with  project  drawn  in. 


FIGURE  6.    Digitized  Representations  Showing  Site  with  Proposed  Project 
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SOURCE:   Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
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f.    Digitized  representation  of  Figure  6c,  EIR  page  15, 
with  project  drawn  in. 


FIGURE  6      Digitized  Representations  Showing  Site  with  Proposed  Project 


SOURCE:   Bendix  Environmental  Research, 


•  15b 


LU 


16 


BURROWS 


LEGEND 

Conifers  (Mon- 
terey Cypress, 
Monterey  Pine) 

Other  Trees  and 
Shrubs 


FIGURE  7a.   Map  of  Vegetation  Removal 
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IV.  IMPACTS 


the  largest  trees  on  the  site.)  Most  of  the  trees  appear  to  be  from  30  to  80 
•  years  old.  Two  or  three  of  the  18  trees  (maximum  17%)  25  inches  or  more  in 
diameter  on  the  northern  portion  of  the  proposed  development  site  would  be 
removed.  Up  to  25  of  the  30  trees  (maximum  83%)  of  this  size  on  the  southern 
portion  of  the  site  would  be  removed.  Of  the  50  total  trees  25  inches  or  more 
in  diameter  on  the  entire  site  (northern,  middle  and  southern  parcels),  a  maximum 
of  18  (56%)  would  be  removed.  On  the  part  of  the  Sisters  of  the  Good  Shepherd 
property  where  the  Bacon  Street  extension  and  the  private  road  would  pass,  all 
four  of  the  trees  25  inches  or  more  in  diameter  would  be  removed. 

In  the  area  of  the  southern  parcel  south  of  the  Bridgemont  High  School  building, 
there  are  mature  cypresses  and  Monterey  pines,  the  latter  with  broken  branches. 
About  ten  of  these  trees  are  25  inches  or  more  in  diameter.  At  the  southwest 
corner  of  the  site,  near  Cambridge  Street,  there  is  a  grove  of  acacia  trees 
{Acacia  melanoxyJon) ,  New  Zealand  myoporum  {Myoporum  laetum) ,  and  a  hedge  along 
Cambridge  of  Australian  tea  trees  {Leptospermum  laevigatum) . 

In  the  center  of  the  southern  parcel,  there  are  two  kinds  of  eucalyptus 
{Eucalyptus  globulus  and  E.  calophylla)  north  of  the  Yale  Street  cul-de-sac; 
a  hedge  of  old  Monterey  cypresses  with  old,  dead  branches  east  of  a  quonset  hut; 
and  a  group  of  tall  cypresses  which  may  be  younger  and  in  better  condition  than 
the  other  mature  cypresses.  East  of  the  Yale  cul-de-sac  is  a  treeless  area  with 
many  old,  large  fennel  plants  {Foeniculum  vulgare),  some  as  tall  as  5-6  feet. 
Three  of  the  four  native  species  are  in  this  area.  There  are  signs  of  past 
dumping  of  prunings  and  trash  throughout  this  area. 

Between  the  fennel  area  and  the  pine  and  cypress  grove  there  is  a  group  of  trees 
that  includes  two  older  cypress  trees,  perhaps  80  years  old,  a  redwood,  several 
Aleppo  pines  {Pinus  halepensis) ,  a  canary  Island  pine  {Pinus  canariensis) ,  and 
a  cedar.  The  large  old  cypresses  have  many  broken  limbs  and  "show  the  effect 
of  lack  of  maintenance."7 


McClintock,  Elizabeth,  op.cit. 
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IV.  IMPACTS 


A  grove  of  pines  and  cypress  trees  can  be  found  east  of  the  main  Bridgemont 
building.  This  grove  of  Monterey  pines  {Pinus  radiata)  and  Monterey  cypress 
{Cupressus  macro-carpa)  also  includes  two  redwoods  {Sequoia  sempervirens) ,  one 
Canary  Island  Pine  {Phoenix  canariensis) ,  and  a  New  Zealand  cabbage  tree.  The 
latter  looks  like  a  palm  and  is  often  referred  to  as  a  palm.  About  15  of  these 
trees  are  25  inches  or  more  in  diameter.  The  understory  includes  fruit  trees, 
such  as  plum  and  apple,  blackberry  bushes,  and  privet. 
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IV.  IMPACTS 


On  the  Fellowship  Academy  site  there  are  Monterey  cypresses,  Monterey  pines  and 
myoporums.  In  court  areas  between  buildings  there  are  a  young  cedar,  two  New 
Zealand  Cabbage  trees,  a  large  pyracantha  shrub,  and  four  old  Monterey  pines. 
Along  Cambridge  Street  there  are  Monterey  pines  ranging  in  size  from  8  to  27 
inches  in  diameter.  Along  the  northern  border  of  the  site  are  Monterey  Cypresses 
ranging  in  diameter  from  12  inches  to  43  inches.  About  20  trees  on  the  Fellowship 
portion  of  the  site  are  25  inches  or  more  in  diameter.  If  the  Fellowship  Academy 
entrance  were  to  be  from  a  new  access  road  from  Cambridge  Street,  two  27-29 
inch  diameter  Monterey  pines  would  be  cut  and  the  road  would  curve  south  to  avoid 
cutting  the  trees  near  the  northern  edge  of  the  site.  If  the  entrance  were  to 
be  from  an  extension  of  Yale  Street  two  or  three  15-24  inch-diameter  Monterey 
cypress  would  be  cut. 

A  variety  of  ornamental  plants  have  been  planted  along  the  property  boundaries 
and  near  the  school  buildings.  No  plant  species  considered  by  state  or  federal 
authorities  to  be  rare  or  endangered  were  observed8  nor  have  any  been  reported 
from  the  site  or  its  vicinity.9  Four  species  of  native  plants  were  identified 
on  the  site  in  the  field  survey:  Coyote  brush,  California  poppy,  purple  needle- 
grass,  and  one  clump  of  California  brome  grass.  The  two  grasses  are  examples 
of  once  dominant  perennial  grasses  that  have  been  general  ly  replaced  by  introduced 
annual  grasses  from  the  Mediterranean  region. 

•  Development  of  the  southern  portion  of  the  site  would  involve  removing  a  maximum 
of  171  trees  over  five  inches  in  diameter  together  with  associated  smaller  trees, 
most  of  the  trees  growing  on  this  portion  of  the  site.  (See  Figure  7a,  page 
16a,  for  the  location  of  trees  which  would  be  removed. 

The  botanical  survey  summarized  its  conclusions  as  follows: 

"The  trees  on  the  property  are  mature,  probably  planted  50  to  60 
years  ago.  Monterey  pines  and  Monterey  cypresses,  the  dominant 
trees  on  the  property,  may  be  more  than  50  to  60  years  old.  The 

Q 

Renshaw,  Dianne,  op  cit. 

9  Wilcox,  Carl,  Environmental  Services,  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Region  3,  Yountville, 
CA,  and  York,  Rick,  Rare  Plant  Program,  California  Natural  Areas  Data  Base,  Sacramento,  CA,  both  cited  in 
Renshaw,  Diane,  op.  cit. 
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IV.  IMPACTS 

older  trees  would  be  expected  to  start  dying  in  about  ten  to  twenty 
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IV.  IMPACTS 


years  as  they  reach  their  typical  lifespan.  Because  they  have  been 
neglected  and  not  well  maintained  through  their  years  they  may  appear 
older  than  they  are.  Their  trunks  are  large,  the  upper  limbs  on  many 
trees  are  broken  and  some  have  large  snags.  Most  of  these  trees  are  much 
in  need  of  pruning  to  remove  the  snags,  hazardous  and  diseased  limbs  and 
to  restructure  and  reshape  them. 

"It  seems  ...  that  it  will  have  to  be  decided  whether  it  is  worth 
the  effort  and  expense  to  repair  and  save  the  old  trees  that  are 
in  poor  condition.  It  may  very  well  be  more  economical  to  replace 
such  trees  with  good  specimens  of  young  trees  and  provide  for  their 
future  maintenance.  (Maintenance  of  trees  is  frequently  lost  sight 
of  by  many  people  who  seem  not  to  realize  that  trees  need  care 
throughout  their  lives,  before  they  grow  old.  Unfortunately  some 
trees  simply  do  not  recover  from  deferred  maintenance.) 

"...None  of  these  trees  are  unusual  or  uncommon  in  cultivation  and 
all  are  to  be  seen  in  most  of  San  Francisco's  parks,  the  Presidio 
and  other  properties.  Some  of  the  same  kinds  could  be  used  in 
landscaping  the  proposed  development."10 

Habitat  Value 

The  trees  on  the  site  provide  habitat  for  resident  birds  and  extended  habitat 
for  wildlife  from  nearby  McLaren  Park.  Birds  identified  on  the  site  in  the  field 
survey  include:  chestnut-backed  chickadee,  Anna's  hummingbird,  house  finch, 
brown  towhee,  pine  siskin,  robin,  brewer's  blackbird,  mourning  dove,  and  downy 
woodpecker.  A  pair  of  owls  has  been  observed  flying  back  and  forth  between 
McLaren  Park  and  the  site  for  about  five  years  and  is  believed  to  nest  on  the 
site.11  The  shrubs  and  ground  cover  do  not  provide  comparable  habitat  values, 
possibly  due  to  neighborhood  cats  observed  to  frequent  the  site.  No  evidence 
of  small  mammal  activity  (burrows,  runways  in  grass,  droppings,  etc.)  was  noted 
during  site  visits.   Removal  of  trees  would  reduce  habitat  for  some  birds  whose 


McClintock,  Elizabeth,  op.  cit. 

11   Smith,  Michael,  gardener,  McLaren  Park,  personal  communication  to  Tom  Burton  of  Bendix  Environmen- 
tal Research,  Inc.,  environmental  consultants,  February  6,  1989.. 
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IV.  IMPACTS 


local  population  would  contract  into  McLaren  Park.  No  animal  species  considered 
by  state  or  federal  authorities  to  be  rare  or  endangered  were  observed  nor  have 
any  been  reported  on  the  site  or  in  its  vicinity.12 

The  site  does  not  provide  any  areas  of  natural  plant  associations.  The  site 
is  not  open  to  the  public  and  there  is  little  evidence  of  use  of  the  area  for 
ecological  or  other  educational  purposes  or  for  recreation.  The  larger  nearby 
area  of  McLaren  Park  is  available  for  such  uses. 


12 

Renshaw,  Diane,  op.  cit. 
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CHAPTER  V.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 


•  In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  a  measure  has  been  identified  that 
would  reduce  or  el  iminate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project. 
This  measure  has  been  adopted  and  would  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor 
and  is  included  as  part  of  the  project. 

•  The  following  measure  is  included  in  the  project: 

•  The  proposed  project  would  include  a  tree  replacement  program  for  the  planting 
of  223  trees:  71  street  trees  and  132  trees  on  the  project  site  (including 
portions  of  the  middle  parcel  bordering  on  the  southern  parcel)  and  20  trees 
on  the  Sisters  of  the  Good  Shepherd  property. 

This  measure  would  restore  some  of  the  green  appearance  of  the  presently 
undeveloped  portion  of  the  site.  Some  birds  from  McLaren  Park  would  return  to 
the  site,  with  the  numbers  increasing  as  the  trees  increased  in  size.  The  number 
of  birds  on  the  site  would  not  be  expected  to  return  to  the  present  condition 
because  of  the  lesser  number  of  trees  with  the  project  and  because  of  increased 
human  activity  on  the  site. 

•  The  sponsor  has  agreed  to  send  to  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  verification 
that  the  above  described  mitigation  measure  has  been  completed  prior  to  issuance 
of  final  building  permits. 
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CHAPTER  VI.    SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE 

PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED. 


In  accordance  with  Section  21067  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA),  and  with  Section  15040,  15081  and  15082  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines, 
the  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  identify  impacts  that  could  not  be  eliminated 
or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  by  mitigation  measures  included  as  a  part 
of  the  proposed  project,  or  by  other  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  imple- 
mented, as  described  in  Chapter  V.,  Mitigation  Measures,  page  21. 

The  findings  of  significant  impacts  are  subject  to  final  determination  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  its  certification  process  for  the  EIR. 
This  chapter  in  the  Final  EIR  will  be  revised,  if  necessary,  to  reflect  the 
City  Planning  Commission's  findings. 

No  significant  project  impacts  have  been  identified.  The  site  does  not  contain 
rare  or  endangered  species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  natural  habitat  of  these 
species.13  The  site  is  private  property,  zoned  for  development,  which  contains 
common  species  of  plant  and  animal  life  found  in  greater  quantities  on  publicly- 
owned  land  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  such  as  McLaren  Park, 
two  blocks  away.  There  is  no  substantial  evidence  that  the  proposed  removal 
of  existing  trees  on  the  site  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment. 


Renshaw,  Diane,  op  cit. 
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CHAPTER  VII.    ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


This  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project,  discusses 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  each  alternative,  and  gives  the  Sponsor's 
reasons  for  rejection  in  favor  of  the  project.  Regardless  of  the  Sponsor's 
reasons  for  rejection,  the  City  Planning  Commission  could  approve  an  alterna- 
tive instead  of  the  project  if  the  Commission  believed  the  alternative  would 
be  more  appropriate. 


ALTERNATIVE  A:    99-UNIT  HOUSING  ALTERNATIVE 

The  maximum  housing  development  which  could  be  considered  on  the  southern  portion 
of  the  site  with  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  a  Planned  Unit  Development 
is  one  unit  less  than  the  number  permitted  within  an  RH-2  (House,  Two-Family) 
District,  or  99  units.14  Under  this  alternative  most  of  the  units  would  be 
duplexes.  The  same  number  of  trees  would  be  removed  from  the  southern  portion 
of  the  site  during  grading  and  construction  activities  as  for  the  proposed 
project.  The  resulting  housing  density  would  be  greater  than  that  of  the 
surrounding  residential  area,  which  consists  of  single  family  housing.  If 
landscaped  with  fast-growing  shrubs  and  trees,  it  is  possible  that  such 
development  could  be  visually  screened  so  that  the  greater  intensity  of 
development  would  not  be  noticeable  to  the  surrounding  area.  The  biological 
impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  proposed  project 
except  for  the  possibi  1  ity  that  increased  human  activity  would  decrease  the  animal 
habitat  value  of  the  new  planting  compared  to  the  project  as  proposed. 

Housing-related  traffic  and  parking  impacts  would  be  double  those  of  the  proposed 
project.  This  alternative  would  have  the  greatest  effect  on  the  Cambridge/Si  1 1  i- 
man  Streets  intersection.15  The  V/C  ratio  (V/C  =  Traffic  volume  to  intersection 

14  Planning  Code  §304(d)(4). 

15  This  information  and  other  details  about  traffic  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  are  available  in 
a  transportation  study  for  the  project  which  was  prepared  by  an  independent  consultant.  Copies  of  the 
transportation  report  and  the  analysis  of  alternatives  are  available  for  public  review  in  the  case  file  at 
the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street.  6th  Floor. 
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capacity  ratio)  at  this  intersection  would  increase  from  the  present  0.25  to 
0.31  in  1993, compared  to  0.29  with  the  proposed  project.16  This  would  not  change 
the  operation  of  the  intersection  from  the  present  free  flowing  traffic 
conditions.  The  street  segment  with  the  greatest  traffic  effects  from  the  proposed 
project  would  be  Cambridge  Street,  where  the  number  of  housing-related  trips 
during  the  peak  hour  would  increase  by  about  7-8%  with  the  project  as  proposed 
(50  units)  and  15%  with  the  99-unit  alternative.  Because  of  the  present  low 
levels  of  traffic  in  this  residential  area,  these  changes  in  traffic  level  would 
be  noticeable  to  local  residents  but  they  would  not  cause  changes  in  ambient 
noise  levels  or  significantly  affect  the  flow  of  traffic  on  the  local  street 
network. 

Utility  and  services  demand  would  be  approximately  double  those  of  the  proposed 
project  and  would  be  within  the  service  capacity  of  the  utilities  and  service 
providers  in  the  area. 

The  Project  Sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  of  objections  from 
area  residents  and  because  it  would  represent  denser  development  than  presently 
exists  in  the  surrounding  neighborhood.  The  Project  Sponsor  originally  proposed 
66  dwelling  units  in  a  mix  of  single  family  homes  and  duplexes.  This  alternative 
was  rejected  because  of  neighborhood  residents'  desire  to  maintain  the  existing 
single  family  character  of  the  neighborhood. 

ALTERNATIVE  B:    SIX-UNIT  HOUSING  ALTERNATIVE. 

If  no  trees  greater  than  eight  inches  in  diameter  were  to  be  removed,  housing 
development  would  be  restricted  to  the  area  along  the  southern  boundary  of  the 
site,  as  shown  in  Figure  8,  page  25.  Six  units  could  be  constructed  on  six  lots 
in  this  area.17  The  southern  Yale  Street  cul-de-sac  would  be  extended  to  provide 
access  to  these  homes. 

Construction  of  this  number  of  units  would  preserve  the  existing  vegetation  and 
the  forested  appearance  of  the  site  for  persons  living  in  the  neighborhood  and/or 


16 


17 


The  V/C  ratio  would  have  to  exceed  0.60  to  affect  intersection  Level  of  Service  designation. 
One  more  unit  could  be  constructed  if  an  approximately  11"  diameter  Monterey  cypress  were  removed. 
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using  McLaren  Park.  A  program  of  pruning  and  other  maintenance  could  be  insti- 
tuted and  trees  too  sick  to  be  restored  to  substantial  health  could  be  removed. 
The  older  trees  on  the  site  could  be  expected  to  start  dying  in  about  ten  to 
20  years  as  they  reach  their  typical  lifespan.  Traffic  effects  from  this 
alternative  would  not  be  detectable  except  on  Yale  Street,  where  an  average  of 
six  additional  peak-hour  trips  would  traverse  the  present  southern  Yale  cul- 
de-sac.18 

The  Project  Sponsor  has  rejected  this  Alternative  because  it  would  not  provide 
any  return  on  investment.  The  Sponsor  believes  that  it  would  not  be  economically 
feasible  to  sell  the  remaining  undeveloped  property  under  this  Alternative. 
Because  the  objective  of  the  project  is  to  use  revenues  gained  from  the  sale 
of  the  northern  and  southern  parcels  for  preservation  of  Bridgemont  High  School, 
the  Sponsor  believes  that  the  Bridgemont  School  would  go  bankrupt  and  cease  to 
exist  if  the  southern  parcel  cannot  be  developed  so  as  to  justify  purchase  of 
the  site.  The  religious  activities  on  the  site  would  have  to  find  other  loca- 
tions, make  arrangements  with  the  new  owner  of  the  site,  or  go  out  of  existence. 

ALTERNATIVE  C:    NO  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVE 

This  Alternative  would  entail  no  change  in  the  project  site.  Under  this 
alternative  no  trees  would  be  removed  for  development  by  the  present  Project 
Sponsor.    The  site  would  remain  within  the  RH-1  zoning  district. 

If  the  No  Project  Alternative  were  implemented,  none  of  the  impacts  associated 
with  the  project  would  occur.  The  environmental  characteristics  of  this  Alter- 
native generally  would  be  as  described  in  the  Environmental  Setting  section  of 
this  report  (see  Chapter  III,  Environmental  Setting,  pages  9  through  12). 

Under  this  alternative,  site  could  remain  in  educational  use.  It  would  also 
be  available  for  future  development  proposals. 


It  was  assumed  that  10  daily  person-trips  would  be  generated  per  housing  unit,  that  all  these  trips 
would  be  vehicular,  and  that  10%  of  the  trips  would  occur  during  the  peak  hour  (i.e.  one  trip  per  dwelling 
unit  during  the  peak  hour). 

18a   Wong,  Henry,  Project  Sponsor,  telephone  communication  with  Selina  Bendix  and  John  Shaw  of  bendix 
Environmental  Research,  Inc.,  September  19,1989. 
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This  Alternative  was  rejected  by  the  Project  Sponsor  because  it  would  not  allow 
for  the  sale  and  development  of  the  southern  parcel.  The  Sponsor  believes  that 
Bridgemont  High  School,  presently  in  bankruptcy,  would  cease  to  exist  without 
the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the  southern  portion  of  the  site  based  on  its 
development  potential. 

ALTERNATIVE  D:    HEALTHY  TREE  PRESERVATION  ALTERNATIVE 

The  two  independent  biological  reconnaissance  reports  indicate  that  a  protion 
of  the  larger  trees  on  the  northern  half  of  the  proposed  housing  site  are  old, 
diseased,  or  overdue  for  pruning  and  maintenance.  The  removal  of  these  and 
associated  smaller  but  healthy  trees,  coupled  with  the  existing  open  land  on 
the  site,  would  create  space  for  21  lots  and  21  housing  units  (42%  of  the  units 
in  the  proposed  project),  as  shown  in  Figure  9,  page  27a  [page  C&R  -  34].  All 
lots  would  have  25  ft.  frontages  and  would  ranges  in  length  from  100  ft.  to  132 
ft.  To  provide  access  to  the  proposed  lots,  the  western  side  of  Bacon  Street 
would  be  extended  approximately  320  ft.  into  a  cul-de-sac  (120  ft.  less  than 
the  proposed  project),  and  the  Yale  Street  cul-de-sac  would  be  extended 
approximately  130  ft.  (about  30  ft.  farther  than  the  proposed  project). 

This  alternative  would  involve  cutting  down  about  96  predominantly  unhealthy 
trees  (including  twelve  of  the  trees  over  25  inches  in  diameter)  while  preserving 
most  of  the  healthy  trees  on  the  site.  Landscaping  would  mitigate  some  of  the 
visual  and  biological  impacts  of  cutting  trees  on  the  site.  A  homeowner's 
association  to  collect  money  from  future  project  landowners  would  have  to  be 
established  to  fund  a  maintenance  and  security  program  for  the  undeveloped 
portions  of  the  site. 

Impacts  on  housing-related  traffic  and  parking  in  the  area  would  be  approximately 
half  those  of  the  proposed  50-unit  project  and  less  than  half  of  those  of 
Alternative  A  and  E.  The  21-unit  alternative  would  exert  the  greatest  effect 
on  the  Cambridge/Sill iman  intersection,  where  the  V/C  ratio  would  increase  from 
its  present  value  of  0.25  to  0.27  in  1993.  Cambridge  Street  would  experience 
the  greatest  increase  in  housing-related  trips,  which  would  rise  about  4%  under 
this  alternative.    This  change  would  be  undetectable. 
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Utility  and  services  demand  would  be  approximately  half  that  of  the  proposed 
50-unit  development  and  less  than  half  of  that  of  Alternatives  A  and  E,  and  would 
be  within  the  service  capacity  of  the  utilities  and  service  providers  in  the 
area. 

This  alternative  would  not  provide  for  a  possible  access  road  to  the  Sisters 
of  the  Good  Shepherd  Convent  from  the  eastern  extension  of  Bacon  Street,  which 
would  be  possible  under  the  proposed  project.  The  Convent  is  currently 
inaccessible  by  public  road. 

The  Project  Sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  the  average  selling 
price  per  unit  would  have  to  increase  from  about  $380,000  to  about  $900,000. 
This  price  would  exclude  most  potential  buyers  from  purchasing  a  new  home  in 
this  development.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  proposed  houses  could  be  sold  at  this 
price  in  the  free  market.  The  Sponsor  further  believes  that  potential  homeowners 
would  view  the  undeveloped  areas  of  this  alternative  as  a  liability  rather  than 
an  asset  because  of  security  concerns  and  potential  escalation  of  maintenance 
and  security  costs.183 

ALTERNATIVE  E:         MINOR  SECOND  UNITS  ALTERNATIVE 

50  UNITS  AND  UP  TO  42  MINOR  SECOND  UNITS 

A  change  in  the  present  zoning  of  the  site  from  RH-1  to  RH-l(S)  (House, 
Residential,  One-Family  with  Minor  Second  Unit)  District  would  create  the 
potential  for  100  units  on  the  proposed  development  site.  This  alternative  would 
involve  construction  of  50  units  as  in  the  proposed  project  and  the  first  floor 
living  area  of  42  of  the  proposed  houses  (84%  of  the  total  development)  would 
be  permitted  to  be  later  modified  by  the  homeowner  to  create  a  legal  second 
dwelling  unit  of  not  more  than  600  sq.ft.  Provisions  would  be  made  for  some 
of  these  units  to  be  restricted  to  occupancy  by  persons  of  limited  income.  These 
provisions  would  be  developed  in  consultation  with  staff  of  the  Planning 
Department  and  the  Mayor's  Office. 

All  impacts  dependent  upon  grading  and  construction  would  be  equivalent  to  those 
of  the  proposed  project.    If  all  42  units  were  converted  and  each  resulted  in 
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an  additional  car,  the  change  in  housing-related  traffic  would  be  similar  to 
that  of  the  99-unit  Alternative  and  would  not  affect  the  present  free-flowing 
traffic  in  the  area.  Utility  and  services  demand  would  be  greater  than  for  the 
proposed  project,  but  less  than  that  of  the  99-unit  Alternative  because  of  the 
smaller  unit  size,  and  would  be  within  the  service  capacity  of  the  utilities 
and  service  providers  in  the  area. 

The  impacts  of  the  92-unit  Alternative  would  be  expected  to  be  introduced 
gradually,  as  individual  homeowners  decided  to  convert  their  first  floors. 
Because  some  homeowners  may  never  choose  to  add  a  second  dwelling  unit,  the  full 
extent  of  this  Alternative's  impacts  may  never  be  realized.  The  small  size  of 
the  added  units  (600  sq.ft. )  would  restrict  the  number  of  second  unit  inhabitants 
to  one  or  two  persons.  Unlike  the  99-unit  Alternative,  this  Alternative  would 
not  have  a  visual  impact  different  from  the  50-unit  development  because  the 
conversions  would  be  entirely  internal  to  extant  buildings. 

The  Mayor's  Housing  Advisory  Committee  encourages  developments  of  greater  than 
20  dwelling  units  to  include  some  affordable  housing.19  A  system  to  collect  money 
from  homeowners  with  the  convertible  units  would  be  developed  in  order  to  preclude 
the  use  of  City  funds  to  monitor  the  second  units  to  insure  that  they  do  not 
exceed  600  sq.ft.  and  that  income  restrictions  on  occupants  are  observed. 


An  Affordable  Action  Plan  for  San  Francisco,  Mayor's  Advisory  Committee  Draft  Report,  October  4, 
1989,  p.  38. 
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This  section  contains  summaries  of  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (Draft  EIR,  or  DEIR)  for  the  Bridgemont  High  School  Subdivision  and 
responses  to  those  comments. 

All  substantive  comments  made  at  the  public  hearing  before  the  City  Planning 
Commission  on  August  10,  1989,  have  been  reviewed  and  are  presented  herein  by 
direct  quotation.  Written  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  were  received  between  July 
7,  1989  and  August  10,  1989.  When  public  hearing  and  letter  comments  were 
substantially  the  same,  material  was  not  repeated.  Editing  has  eliminated 
repetitive  and  non-essential  material  only. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  topic.  Each  comment  or  group  of  comments 
is  followed  by  its  response.  Because  the  subject  matter  of  one  topic  may  overlap 
that  of  another  topic,  the  reader  may  have  to  refer  to  more  than  one  group  of 
comments  and  responses  to  review  all  information  on  a  topic.  Cross  references 
are  provided. 

Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues  but  are  responded 
to  for  the  purpose  of  providing  additional  information. 

These  comments  and  responses  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR  as  Chapter 
IX.  Draft  EIR  text  changes  presented  in  the  Comments  and  Responses  Chapter  have 
also  been  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR. 
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1.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 
Comments; 

"...I  assume  that  a  substantial  amount  of  the  development  is  outside  of  this 
project  --  I  mean,  outside  of  the  parcel.  In  other  words,  I  see  the  Bridgemont 
--let's  refer  to  maybe  Figure  2.  Figure  2  [EIR  page  5],  where  we  talk  about 
the  southern  parcel,  middle  parcel,  northern  parcel.  The  proposed  housing  is 
in  the  southern  parcel.  But  there  is  proposed  housing  outside  of  the  southern 
parcel,  too."  (Wayne  Jackson  Hu,  Planning  Commissioner,  oral  comments  of  August 
10,  1989) 

Response: 

The  current  proposal  is  to  develop  the  southern  parcel  with  housing  and  street 
extensions.  There  would  be  no  housing  built  outside  the  southern  parcel.  The 
project  would  result  in  some  remodelling  of  existing  buildings  within  the  middle 
parcel  and  creation  of  street  access  and  extensions  of  existing  driveways  within 
the  northern  parcel. 

2.  PROJECT  LEGALITY 
Comments: 

"This  property  in  1865  was  deeded  to  the  Convent  of  Good  Shepherd  in  Los  Angeles. 
The  way  it  reads,  it  said  that  this  particular  tract  is  the  university  college 
grounds,  end  of  University  Mound.  I  am  assuming  that  meant  that  this  prope- 
rty was  for  only  schools.  I  couldn't  go  any  further.  The  book  of  records  were 
out  being  photographed  and  put  on  tape.  I  couldn't  find  out.  I  don't  even 
know  if  this  is  legal  that  you  can  go  against  the  original  grant  of  this  if  the 
property  was  so  designated  as  a  school,  to  put  housing  in  there.    Has  anyone 
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explored  that  possibility?"  (Cecil  Leake,  neighbor,  oral  comments  of  August 
10,  1989) 

Response: 

A  search  of  the  Bridgemont  High  School  property  deeds,  starting  with  a  title 
action  by  the  University  Mound  Old  Ladies'  Home  (October  11,  1909),  did  not  re- 
veal any  title  restrictions  that  would  prohibit  the  proposed  development  on  the 
southern  parcel .  The  title  action  superseded  any  previous  claims  to  the  property.1 

3.  LAND  USE 
Comment: 

"At  Amherst  and  Bacon,  right  on  Bacon,  that  last  house  up  against  the  Sisters 
of  Good  Shepherd  property  is  my  house.  [From  there]  If  you  look  down  Amherst 
Street  ...  they  want  to  build  two-story  houses  over  the  garage.  And  on  that 
particular  side,  there  are  no  houses  that  high.  They  are  only  one  story  over 
the  garage."     (Cecil  Leake,  neighbor,  oral  comments  of  August  10,  1989) 

Response: 

The  Initial  Study  prepared  for  the  proposed  project  notes  that  the  proposed 
housing  and  the  street  improvements  would,  in  substance,  extend  the  existing 
neighborhood  residential  pattern  (see  EIR  page  42).  In  lot  size  and  street 
layout  the  proposed  housing  would  not  be  significantly  incompatible  with  existing 
housing  (see  EIR  Figure  2,  page  5). 


Roodner,  Elizabeth  K.,  of  Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro,  written  communication  to  Selina  Bendix  of 
Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc.,  November  7,  1989.  Title  search  conducted  by  Lena  A.  DeVries,  Title 
Officer,  Lawyers  Title  of  San  Francisco. 
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Eight  (16%)  of  the  proposed  50  houses  would  be  three-story  houses  (two  stories 
above  a  garage).  Currently  23  (5.5%)  of  the  417  houses  within  a  two  block 
radius  of  the  site  are  three-story  houses.  On  both  Amherst  and  Cambridge 
Streets,  the  four  houses  at  the  southern  end  of  the  proposed  development  would 
be  two-story,  and  the  four  at  the  northern  end  would  be  three-story.  A  similar 
pattern  of  mixed  two-  and  three-story  houses  presently  exists  on  the  eastern 
side  of  Cambridge  Street  between  Bacon  and  Wayland  Streets  and  on  the  southern 
cul-de-sac  of  Yale  Street. 

4.  AESTHETIC  IMPACTS 
Comments: 

"We  are  talking  about  sunlight  and  breeze  and  everything.  See,  this  is  not  a 
true  north-south-east-west  plot.  ...  I  will  lose  my  sunlight  on  my  house  as 
it  is.  And  then  later  on  in  the  evening,  when  the  sun  is  in  the  west,  I  have 
a  window  on  the  side  of  my  house,  and  I  will  lose  my  sunlight  there  and  my  view." 
(Cecil  Leake,  neighbor,  oral  comments  of  August  10,  1989) 

Response: 

The  commenter  correctly  states  that  the  lot  alignment  is  not  a  true  north- 
south  one.  The  sun  first  intercepts  the  project  site  on  its  way  to  the 
commenter' s  property  slightly  before  noon.  At  noon  the  sun  would  be  high  enough 
at  all  times  of  the  year  to  clear  the  roofs  of  the  proposed  houses  on  its  way 
to  the  commenter' s  windows.  As  the  sun  moves  to  the  west,  the  dense  trees  and 
grade  currently  let  practically  no  direct  sunlight  from  the  west  reach  this 
dwelling  at  any  time.  This  would  not  change  with  the  project,  except  that  the 
removal  of  trees  for  the  Bacon  Street  extension  and  the  Sisters  of  the  Good 
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Shepherd  driveway  would  permit  some  additional  sun  to  hit  the  house  in  the 
afternoon  during  the  summer.2 

Comment; 

"...  My  comments  would  be  that  very  specifically  in  this  document,  where  you 
have  pictures  on  page  ...  10  and  11,  and  any  other  pictures.  You  should  clearly 
delineate  just  "blank"  out.  Show  it  before  and  after.  I  am  amazed  that  the 
neighborhood  is  so  pleased  that  they're  losing  a  forest.  Maybe  they  aren't. 
Three  or  four  hundred  trees  is  a  massive  number  of  trees  to  be  torn  down.  In 
the  history  of  almost  14  years  on  this  Commission,  as  far  as  I  know,  there  is 
nothing  like  it  ...  We  have  had  different  testimony  as  to  numbers  of  trees. 

"People  from  several  blocks  away  may  not  know  its  going  to  happen.  I  don't 
think  this  document  indicates  what  it's  going  to  look  like.  I  think  you  have 
to  make  some  way  for  this  document  to  show  what  is  happening."  (Susan  Bierman, 
Planning  Commissioner,  oral  comments  of  August  10,  1989) 

Response: 

Graphics  have  been  added  to  the  EIR  to  indicate  the  appearance  of  the  project 
site  after  tree  removal  and  project  completion  (see  Figures  3d,  4d,  4e,  6d, 
6e,  and  6f  on  pages  C&R  -  9  to  C&R  -  12).  The  three  photographs  in  Figure  6, 
EIR  page  15,  have  been  labelled  "a"  (top),  "b"  (middle)  and  "c"  (bottom). 

The  number  of  trees  that  would  require  removal  with  the  proposed  project  has 
been  quantified. 


2 

Based  on  observations  by  John  Shaw  and  Gilbert  G.  Bendix,  P.E.,  of  Bendix  Environmental  Research, 
Inc.,  on  Monday,  October  9,  1989,  between  3:15  pm  and  4:45  pm. 
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A  plan  to  preserve  existing  trees  and  replace  ones  removed  in  the  course  of 
construction  has  been  presented  by  the  developer's  landscaper  (See  Figure  C&R  - 
1,  page  C&R  -  13).  According  to  this  plan,  up  to  205  trees  over  five  inches 
in  diameter  would  be  removed  from  the  southern  parcel  and  the  Sisters  of  the 
Good  Shepherd  property.  An  unknown  number  of  smaller  trees  would  also  be  cut. 
This  figure  includes  171  trees  which  would  be  removed  from  the  southern  parcel, 
and  34  trees  which  would  be  removed  from  the  Sisters  of  the  Good  Shepherd 
property  to  make  way  for  the  Bacon  Street  extension  and  a  private  driveway. 
During  construction  efforts  would  be  made  to  preserve  38  existing  trees  on  the 
project  site  and  six  on  the  Sisters  of  the  Good  Shepherd  property;  thus,  44 
of  the  249  trees  (18%)  over  five  inches  in  diameter  in  the  area  affected  by  the 
proposed  project  would  be  preserved.  No  trees  would  be  removed  from  the  middle 
parcel . 3 

The  replacement  phase  of  the  plan  calls  for  the  planting  of  223  trees:  71 
street  trees  and  132  trees  on  the  project  site  (including  portions  of  the  middle 
parcel  bordering  on  the  southern  parcel)  and  20  trees  on  the  Sisters  of  the  Good 
Shepherd  property.33  Implementation  of  this  plan  would  result  in  a  net  increase 
of  18  trees,  assuming  that  no  trees  would  be  inadvertently  removed  in  the  course 
of  construction. 

Ambiguous  DEIR  references  to  the  number  of  trees  on  the  site  have  been  replaced 
by  accurate  numbers  in  the  EIR  as  follows: 


3 

Peterson,  Robert,  project  architect,  telephone  conversation  with  Jonathan  Sinton  of  Bendix  Environmental 
Research,  Inc.,  22  November,  1989. 

3a  At  the  request  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  page  21  of  the  EIR  has  been  revised  to  describe  this 
tree  replacement  program  as  a  required  mitigation  measure. 
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Digitized  representation  of  Figure  3a,  EIR  page  10, 
with  project  drawn  in. 


FIGURE  3d.  Digitized  Representation  Showing  Site  with  Proposed  Project 


 SOURCE:  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
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Bell  Tower  Bacon  St.  Project 


d.    Digitized  representation  of  Figure  4b,  EIR  page  11, 
with  project  drawn  in. 


e.    Digitized  representation  of  Figure  4c,  EIR  page  11, 
with  project  drawn  in. 


FIGURE  4.     Digitized  Representations  Showing  Site  with  Proposed  Project 
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SOURCE:   Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 


d.    Digitized  representation  of  Figure  6a,  EIR  page  15, 
with  project  drawn  in. 


e.    Digitized  representation  of  Figure  6b,  EIR  page  15, 
with  project  drawn  in. 


FIGURE  6.    Digitized  Representations  Showing  Site  with  Proposed  Project 
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Project 


f.    Digitized  representation  of  Figure  6c,  EIR  page  15, 
with  project  drawn  in. 


FIGURE  6      Digitized  Representations  Showing  Site  with  Proposed  Project 
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SOURCE:   Bendix  Environmental  Researchjnc^^y 
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Legend: 


ONE  INCH  EQUALS  THIRTY  FEET 


FIGURE  C&R  -  1.  Plan  for  Tree 
Preservation  and  Replacement 


CRYSTAL  VILLA  TREES 

PROPOSED  NEW  TREES  -203 
TREES  TO  BE  REMOVED  -T71 

%     STREET  TREES 

EXISTING  TREES  TO  REMAN  -38 


SOURCE:    Peterson  Architects  AIA 


\    TREE  SCREEN  PLANTING 
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The  last  sentence  of  13,  DEIR  page  1,  has  been  replaced  by  the  following  text: 
"Up  to  171  of  the  213  trees  (80%)  over  five  inches  in  diameter  on  the  southern 
parcel  would  be  removed  for  the  housing  development  together  with  associated 
smaller  trees." 

In  the  first  sentence  of  the  last  1,  DEIR  page  6,  the  phrase  "several  hundred 
trees"  has  been  replaced  by  "up  to  171  trees.4" 

The  second  sentence  of  11,  DEIR  page  9,  has  been  replaced  by  the  following 
clarification:  "There  are  213  trees  over  5  inches  in  diameter  on  the  southern 
parcel  of  the  site  and  85  over  5  inches  in  diameter  on  the  northern  and  middle 
parcels. " 

The  following  clarification  has  been  added  starting  on  line  2  of  EIR  page  17: 
"Two  or  three  of  the  18  trees  (maximum  17%)  25  inches  or  more  in  diameter  on 
the  northern  portion  of  the  proposed  development  site  would  be  removed.  Up  to 
25  of  the  30  trees  (maximum  83%)  of  this  size  on  the  southern  portion  of  the 
site  would  be  removed.  Of  the  50  total  trees  25  inches  or  more  in  diameter  on 
the  entire  site  (northern,  middle  and  southern  parcels),  a  maximum  of  28  (56%) 
would  be  removed.  On  the  part  of  the  Sisters  of  the  Good  Shepherd  property 
where  the  Bacon  Street  extension  and  the  private  road  would  pass,  all  four  of 
the  trees  25  inches  or  more  in  diameter  would  be  removed." 


Trees  under  five  inches  in  diameter  would  also  be  cut.    These  trees  were  not  included  in  the  site 
survey  and  would  be  difficult  to  count  accurately  on  densely  grown  and  steep  portions  of  the  site. 
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The  third  f ,  DEIR  page  18,  the  text  "approximately  300  trees"  has  been  corrected 
to  "a  maximum  of  171  trees  over  five  inches  in  diameter  together  with  associated 
smal ler  trees. " 

The  following  paragraph  has  been  added  after  11  2  on  EIR  page  7: 

"Figures  3d,  4d,  4e,  6d,  6e  and  6ff  on  pages  10a,  11a  and  15a  [pages  C&R  -  9 
to  12],  show  enlarged,  computerized  versions  of  some  of  the  photographs  on  pages 
10,  11  and  15  and  an  indication  of  how  each  view  would  appear  with  the  proposed 
project.  Figures  3b,  3c  and  4a  (pages  10  and  11)  were  not  digitized  because 
the  views  in  these  photographs  would  not  change  under  the  proposed  develop- 
ment.5 See  Appendix  C  for  an  explanation  of  the  methodology  used  to  generate 
these  figures."  Appendix  C  has  been  added  to  the  EIR,  starting  on  page  A-30, 
as  follows: 

APPENDIX  C 

"The  photographs  have  been  digitized  using  the  ThunderScan  (version  2.5) 
program  and  hardware  which  scans  a  photograph  and  enters  it  into  the 
memory  of  a  Macintosh  computer.  Figure  10,  pages  A-31  and  A-32  [pages 
C&R  -17  and  C&R  -  18],  shows  a  photograph  (10a)  and  its  digitized 
representation  (10b)  for  comparison.  After  digitization,  the  SuperPaint 
program  (version  1.0)  was  used  to  erase  the  trees  which  would  be  cut  (10c). 
Buildings,  streets  and  street  trees  were  then  drawn  in  (lOd).  The  resolu- 
tion (level  of  detail)  in  the  drawings  is  determined  by  the  size  of  the 


Although  Figure  11a  appears  to  show  trees  in  the  project  site,  these  trees  are  in  McLaren  Park  and 
block  the  view  of  the  southern  portion  of  the  site  from  that  area. 
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original  photograph  and  the  computer  programs  employed.  The  computerized 
views  are  often  easier  to  "read"  when  held  at  arm's  length." 

Comment; 

"...This  proposed  housing,  this  is  where  we  have  the  greatest  removal  of  trees?" 
(Wayne  Hu,  Planning  Commissioner,  oral  comments  of  August  10,  1989) 

Response: 

The  proposed  new  housing  construction  would  occur  within  the  southern  parcel 
where  the  greatest  extent  of  tree  removal  would  occur. 

5.  PUBLIC  NOTIFICATION  OF  TREE  REMOVAL 
Comments: 

"Do  the  neighbors  out  there  know  that  most  of  the  trees  are  going  to  be  taken 
down?" 

(Susan  Bierman,  Planning  Commissioner,  oral  comments  of  August  10,  1989) 

"No,  they  don't.  They  have  been  told  that  some  of  them  will  come  out,  not  all 
of  them,  or  not  a  portion.  They  just  don't  believe  that.  They  think  they're 
all  going  to  disappear,  other  than  what  belongs  on  the  Good  Shepherd's  property 
there."    (Cecil  Leake,  neighbor,  oral  comments  of  August  10,  1989) 
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Bell  Tower 


a.    Photograph  of  Figure  4c,  EIR  page  11. 
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b.    Digitized  representation  of  same  photograph. 
FIGURE  10.  Step-by-Step  View  of  Digitization  Process 


SOURCE:   Bendix  Environmental  Resear 
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c.    Digitized  representation  of  photograph  with  trees  removed. 


4- 


d.  Digitized  representation  of  photograph  with  project  drawn  in. 
FIGURE  10.  Step-by-Step  View  of  Digitization  Process 


SOURCE:   Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc.  / 
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"I  have  a  question  of  the  Bridgemont  person  [David  Hepburn,  President,  Bridgemont 
High  School].  At  the  neighborhood  meetings,  what  were  people  told  about  the 
tree  removal?  Was  it  that  three  or  four  hundred  trees  would  be  removed?  ... 
They  were  shown  where  those  are  --  this  document  gives  no  indication,  as  far 
as  I  can  see,  which  trees  go.  Were  they  shown  a  diagram  of  where  all  the  trees 
would  be  removed?  ...  It  might  be  helpful  to  have  that  map  in  here  ...  I  want 
to  be  ...  sure  that  that  neighborhood,  every  single  person  knows,  if  there  has 
to  be  another  neighborhood  meeting,  or  if  you  --  I  want  to  be  sure  they  all  know 
exactly  what 1  s  happening."  (Susan  Bierman,  Planning  Commissioner,  oral  comments 
of  August  10,  1989) 

Response; 

Concerned  parties  and  neighborhood  residents  received  official  notification  of 
the  proposed  project  from  the  Department  of  City  Planning  initially  through  a 
Notification  of  Project  Receiving  Environmental  Review  (sent  to  51  parties  on 
January  3,  1989),  then  through  a  Notice  That  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  is 
Determined  to  be  Required  (sent  to  60  persons  on  June  16,  1989)  and  after 
preparation  of  the  DEIR  through  the  Notice  of  Availability  of  the  DEIR  (sent 
to  230  persons  on  July  7,  1989).  Persons  receiving  these  notices  included 
residents  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  site  and  neighborhood 
organizations.  C&R  Table  1,  pages  C&R  -  20  to  C&R  -  22,  summarizes  the  project 
sponsor's  contacts  with  the  neighborhood  prior  to  the  official  notifications. 

A  neighborhood  street  diagram  showing  the  area  of  notification  is  on  Figure 
C&R  -  2,  page  C&R  -  23. 
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C&R  TABLE  1:    NEIGHBORHOOD  NOTIFICATION  BY  PROJECT  SPONSOR 
ABOUT  THE  PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT 


1/26/88 


10/11/88 


10/19/88 

10/20/88  &  10/21/88 

10/21/88 
10/24/88 

10/26/88 

10/27/88  &  10/28/88 

10/29/88  &  10/31/88 


11/1/88 

11/2/88 
11/2/88 
11/2/88 


David  Hepburn  [D.H.],  President,  Bridgemont  High 
School  [BHS],  met  with  Sister  Michael  McGuire, 
Sister  Jean  Waddell  and  Freddie  Angeles  to  tell 
them  of  BHS'  need  to  subdivide  the  campus.  Their 
response  was  that  "they  always  thought  the  campus 
was  too  big." 

A  letter  from  Peterson  Architects  was  sent  to  an- 
nounce the  10/19  meeting.  The  letter  was  pre- 
pared by  BHS  but  sent  by  Peterson  Architects. 
283  were  mailed. 

The  first  neighborhood  meeting  was  held  in 
Bridgemont  chapel.    67  persons  were  present. 

Phone  calls  were  received  from  neighbor,  Frank 
Gonzales,  450  Yale  St. 

A  letter  was  sent  to  Frank  Gonzales  by  D.H. 

A  thank-you,  follow-up  letter  was  mailed  to  283 
houses. 

D.H.  had  a  conversation  at  BHS  with  neighbor, 
Donald  Fred i an i,  327  Oxford. 

D.H.  had  conversations  with  Rose  Dagnino,  508  Cam- 
bridge. 

D.H.  hand  delivered  notices  of  the  second  neigh- 
borhood meeting  to  283  homes. 

D.H.  had  a  conversation  with  John  Muscat,  351  Ox- 
ford St. 

D.H.  had  a  telephone  conversation  with  a  neighbor 
on  Burrows,  who  asked  about  the  property  sale  and 
about  BHS. 

Dr.  Lobo  called  about  the  11/2  meeting  and  pro- 
perty, etc. 

A  phone  call  was  received  from  a  neighbor  across 
street  from  BHS. 

The  second  neighborhood  meeting  was  held.  Ill 
persons  were  present. 
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C&R  TABLE  1:    NEIGHBORHOOD  NOTIFICATION  BY  PROJECT  SPONSOR 
ABOUT  THE  PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT,  CONT. 


11/3/88 

11/3/88 

11/4/88 

11/4/88 

11/7/88 

11/7/88 

11/9/88 
11/9/88 

11/9/88 

11/11/88 


11/15/88 


A  phone  call  was  received  from  LeeAnn  Chardi,  568 
Cambridge  St. 

D.H.  met  in  the  evening  with  neighbors  living  on 
the  Yale  cul-de-sac  at  the  home  of  Frank  Gonzales. 

D.H.  had  conversations  with  Anna  Restani,  612  Cam- 
bridge St. 

D.H.  met  from  2-4  PM  with  Mr.  &  Mrs.  Isom  Brown 
at  their  home,  1555  Bacon  St. 

D.H.  and  Bill  Schappert  distributed  283  notices 
regarding  the  third  neighborhood  meeting. 

D.H.  had  a  conversation  with  Charles  Handy,  235 
Yale  St.,  at  BHS. 

D.H.  had  a  conversation  with  Anna  Restani. 

D.H.  had  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Silva,  230  Yale 
St.,  about  the  article  in  11/9  issue  of  Progress. 

The  third  neighborhood  meeting  was  held.  102 
persons  were  present. 

Ballots  on  modification  of  the  development  plan 
were  sent  to  76  homes  eligible  to  take  part  in 
the  vote  (all  homes  were  within  a  certain  radius 
of  the  school).    24  were  returned  by  11/17/88  at 
8  a.m. 

Note:  Plan  6  with  changes  on  parcel  A  (southern 
parcel)  had  not  been  mailed  for  consideration  as 
of  11/17/88. 

48  letters  of  support  were  signed  on  the  ballots 
at  the  11/9  meeting. 

D.H.  met  with  Mr.  Leake,  1244  Bacon  St.,  at  BHS 
at  9:15  am. 

D.H.  made  numerous  phone  calls  to  and  had  many 
conversations  with  Mr.  Leake. 
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C&R  TABLE  1:    NEIGHBORHOOD  NOTIFICATION  BY  PROJECT  SPONSOR 
ABOUT  THE  PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT,  CONT. 


11/15/88 
around  11/15/88 


around  11/16/88 

11/16/88 
12/5/88 


12/6/88 

12/8/88 
12/9/88 


D.H.  met  at  10  a.m.  at  BHS  with  Mr.  Carrera,  590 
Cambridge. 

Following  meeting  #3,  a  group  of  4-6  neighbors 
came  to  BHS  to  meet  with  David  Hepburn,  including 
Bob  and  Cathy  Imbellino,  1226  Bacon  St.;  Larry 
Nieri,  514  Cambridge  St.;  and  Anna  Restani,  612 
Cambridge  St. 

Bob  Cutten,  474  Cambridge  St.,  telephoned  D.H. 
and  came  to  school  to  meet  with  him. 

Henry  Wong,  Project  Sponsor,  met  with  Bob  Cutten. 

Anna  Restani  phoned  to  ask  whether  D.H.  could 
attend  a  meeting  of  a  few  neighbors  to  be  held  on 
12/6.  He  could  not  due  to  a  previous  appointment 
that  evening. 

Some  of  neighbors  were  to  have  a  meeting  on  their 
own. 

D.H.  and  Anna  Restani  had  a  conversation. 

Henry  Wong  reported  to  D.H.  his  meeting  with  Larry 
Nieri  and  Anna  Restani. 


Source:    David  Hepburn,  Bridgemont  High  School,  and  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  7a.   Map  of  Vegetation  Removal 
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A  map  indicating  where  vegetation  would  be  removed  on  the  proposed  development 
site  has  been  added  as  Figure  7a,  EIR  page  16a  [page  C&R  -  24].  The  following 
text  has  been  added  to  H3,  EIR  page  18:  "(See  Figure  7a,  page  16a,  for  the 
location  of  trees  which  would  be  removed.)" 

6.  TRAFFIC  STUDY 
Comments: 

"The  next  question,  we  had  discussion  on  traffic  in  that  proposed  development." 
(Wayne  Jackson  Hu,  Planning  Commissioner,  oral  comments  of  August  10,  1989) 

Response: 

A  transportation  report  was  prepared,  the  results  of  which  are  summarized  in 
the  Initial  Study  at  the  back  of  the  EIR,  pages  43  to  45.  The  report  is 
available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister 
Street,  6th  Floor. 

7.  TRAFFIC  CIRCULATION  IMPACTS 
Comments: 

"[Yale  Street]  is  either  going  to  [be]  extended  or  brought  to  an  L-shape  at 
Cambridge,  as  I  understand  the  plan."  (Eric  Newberg,  neighbor,  oral  comments 
of  August  10,  1989) 

"As  I  understand  the  plans,  I  think  there  are  three  options,  one  of  which  is 
to  extend  the  [southern  Yale  Street]  cul-de-sac,  another  is  to  bring  it  through. 
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And  the  third  one,  I  am  not  clear  on."  (Eric  Newberg,  neighbor,  oral  comments 
of  August  10,  1989) 

"We  would  like  to  see  Yale  Street,  a  thru  street  from  Bacon  to  Wayland  on  the 
south  portion  of  the  development. 

"We  are  not  against  the  Southern  Parcel  Development,  but  feel  the  traffic,  by 
opening  up  Yale  St.  would  be  more  evenly  distributed  instead  of  all  of  the 
traffic  from  Bacon  St.  onto  Cambridge  St.  true,  [sic]  there  is  no  guarantee 
that  the  homeowners  from  Yale  St.  would  exit  onto  Wayland,  but  we  feel  a 
percentage  would."  (Robert  Cutten,  Lawrence  Nieri  and  Anna  Restani,  neighbors, 
written  comments  of  July  6,  1989) 

"...They  keep  telling  us  that  they're  negotiating  to  buy  this  little  piece  of 
property  that  is  at  the  end  of  Bacon  Street  to  open  that  up  to  make  a  street. 
That  will  take  out  a  whole  bunch  of  big  trees  in  there."  (Cecil  Leake,  neighbor, 
oral  comments  of  August  10,  1989) 

"It  states  that  the  possibilities  of  Bacon  cutting  through  to  Amherst  was 
considered  and  rejected  because  it  would  have  required  acquisition  of  the  land 
not  owned  by  the  sponsor.  I  just  wanted  to  ask  if  that  had  ever  been  attempted, 
if  the  sponsor  had  ever  asked  to  find  out.  (Norman  Karasick,  Planning 
Commissioner,  oral  comments  of  August  10,  1989) 

Response: 

The  current  proposed  project  is  to  extend  Bacon  Street  as  a  through  street 
connecting  Cambridge  Street  with  Amherst  Street  and  to  extend  the  Yale  Street 
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cul-de-sac  100  ft.  north.  The  transportation  report  prepared  for  the  proposed 
project  concluded  that  either  of  these  street  extensions  would  increase  existing 
traffic  volumes  only  slightly  because  both  streets  dead-end  two  blocks  to  the 
west  and  to  the  south,  respectively,  effectively  limiting  the  number  of  residents 
served.  Through  traffic  would  continue  to  prefer  either  Felton  Street  or  Silver 
Avenue.  Other  alternative  street  layouts  for  Bacon  Street  and  Yale  Street  were 
considered  in  the  transportation  report  and  evaluated,  but  are  not  currently 
proposed  for  this  project. 

Comment: 

"Pertaining  to  the  Northern  Parcel  Development,  we  don't  feel  alternative  Entr. 
B  would  be  fair  due  to  the  additional  traffic  being  funneled  onto  Cambridge  St., 
especially  for  the  people  living  across  from  the  exit  street.  Alternative 
Entrance  A  would  be  a  better  plan.  We  know  there  would  be  opposition,  but  all 
of  us  should  shoulder  a  little  of  the  inconvenience."  (Robert  Cutten,  Lawrence 
Nieri  and  Anna  Restani,  neighbors,  written  comments  of  July  6,  1989) 

Response: 

The  transportation  report  prepared  for  the  proposed  project  evaluated  three 
possible  access  alternatives  for  the  Fellowship  Academy:  continuation  of  access 
via  Bridgemont  High  School's  driveway  through  the  securing  of  an  easement; 
access  from  an  extension  of  the  existing  Yale  Street  cul-de-sac;  or  access  from 
a  private  driveway  from  Cambridge  Street  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the  parcel. 
The  report  indicates  that  none  of  these  three  access  alternatives  would  downgrade 
the  current  "A"  Level  of  Service  operation  (free-flowing,  excellent  traffic 
operating  conditions)  of  street  intersections  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
project.   As  indicated  in  the  Initial  Study,  EIR  page  A-2,  adoption  of  the  Yale 
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Street  access  would  result  in  the  most  noticeable  impacts.  From  a  traffic  analysis 
point  of  view,  there  is  no  significant  difference  among  the  access  alternatives 
for  the  Fellowship  Academy. 

8.  URBAN  BIRDS 
Comments: 

"There  is  a  statement  that  says:  Typical  urban  birds  fly  back  and  forth.  I 
am  just  wondering  what  a  typical  urban  bird  is. 

"None  of  those  that  [Barbara  Sahm]  mentioned  [pigeons,  robins,  starlings  and 
black  birds]  are  listed  on  page  19.  There's  a  hummingbird,  a  chickadee,  a  house 
finch.  Those  are  urban  birds."  (Norman  Karasick,  Planning  Commissioner,  oral 
comments  of  August  10,  1989) 

Response: 

Whether  or  not  "urban  birds"  is  a  recognized  ecological  category,  the  expression 
here  is  intended  to  refer  to  birds  who  have  shown  the  ability  to  adapt  seasonally 
or  as  permanent  residents  to  urban  environments.  Many  of  the  species  which  can 
be  considered  to  be  urban  birds  are  omnivorous  and  have  a  comparatively  broad 
range  of  nesting  habits.  The  terms  "urban  birds"  and  "non-urban  birds"  are  not 
mutually  exclusive,  e.g.  mourning  doves  (Zenaidura  macoura  carol inensis)  are 
"urban  birds"  and  thrive  in  "non-urban"  environments.  None  of  the  urban  birds 
seen  on  the  project  site  are  species  which  are  listed  by  the  State  or  Federal 
inventories  as  rare,  threatened  or  endangered. 
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9.  MITIGATION 
Comments; 

"The  impact  is  the  removal  of  those  trees,  and  the  mitigation  is  that  there  be 
replanting..."  (Wayne  Jackson  Hu,  Planning  Commissioner,  oral  comments  of 
August  10,  1989) 

Response: 

The  DEIR  found  that  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact 
on  the  physical  environment.  None  of  the  trees  that  would  be  removed  were 
identified  as  being  rare,  threatened,  endangered,  unusual  or  uncommon.  In 
addition,  the  existing  vegetation  was  not  determined  to  be  habitat  for  any  rare, 
threatened  or  endangered  animal  species.  However,  replanting  of  trees  within 
the  project  is  recognized  in  the  EIR  as  a  means  to  at  least  partially  restore 
the  current  ecological  and  visual  function  of  the  existing  stand  of  trees. 

Please  also  see  response  to  comments  on  Aesthetic  Impacts,  pages  C&R  -  7  to  8. 

10.  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES 
Comments: 

"I  have  ten  different  plans  here  showing  me  entries,  exits,  cul-de-sacs  and  what 
they're  going  to  do.  One  says  all  the  trees  out.  One  says  none  of  the  trees 
out. 

"What  is  going  to  stop  them  five  years  from  now  declaring  bankruptcy  again, 
closing  the  school  because  of  no  students.  The  Board  of  Directors  say:  Hey, 
we've  got  a  good  deal.  Let's  whack  it  up  and  forget  it."  (Cecil  Leake, 
neighbor,  oral  comments  of  August  10,  1989) 
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"The  other  thing  I  think  you  need  is  to  have  some  kind  of  an  alternative 
somewhere  between  six  houses,  50  houses,  and  99  houses.  What  kind  of  possibili- 
ty you  have  of  tree  retention  of  some  sort  with  some  other  kind  of  arrangement 
for  houses. . . 

"...About  the  alternative,  saving  a  bunch  of  trees,  but  building  houses,  it  may 
mean  you  don't  do  a  traditional  lot  by  lot  by  lot  all  the  way  around  the  block. 
It  may  mean  some  other  kind  of  development  to  put  some  houses  in,  just  as  an 
alternative."  (Susan  Bierman,  Planning  Commissioner,  oral  comments  of  August 
10,  1989) 

"Given  that  the  focus  of  this  EIR  is  on  the  removal  of  the  trees,  I  would  concur 
with  Commissioner  Bierman 's  suggestion  that  another  alternative  would  be  looked 
at  that  would  make  maximum  the  number  of  trees,  perhaps  by  reducing  the  units 
or  by  somehow  arranging  the  development  so  that  clusters  or  groves  of  trees  are 
preserved. 

"In  the  alternative,  to  that  alternative,  perhaps  some  proposal  that  would  call 
for  replacement  of  the  trees  at  a  high  level.  I  know  that  is  talked  about  sort 
of,  generally  in  the  mitigation  measures,  that  the  trees  would  be  replaced  on 
the  streets  and  perhaps  elsewhere.  But  I  would  like  to  see  something  more  specific 
about  how  the  trees  could  be  replaced,  perhaps  one-for-one  or  something  less 
than  that  since  that  probably  would  not  be  possible.  But  I  would  like  to  see 
those  two  alternatives,  maximizing  replacement  trees  or  maximizing  the  preservation 
of  trees  be  provided  in  the  EIR."  (James  Morales,  Vice  President,  City  Planning 
Commission,  oral  comments  of  August  10,  1989) 
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Response; 

According  to  David  Hepburn,  President,  Bridgemont  High  School,  "The  legal  respon- 
sibilities of  the  trustees  in  a  non-profit  corporation  ...  would  prohibit  any 
profit-taking  scheme  ...  Bridgemont  ...  has  to  prove  to  the  Bankruptcy  Court 
our  ability  to  operate  in  a  financially  sound  manner  after  leaving  Chapter  ll."6 
Note  that  analysis  of  economic  impacts  is  not  legally  required  in  EIRs. 

The  Alternative  chapter,  EIR  pages  23  to  27,  compares  the  impacts  of  alternative 
projects  on  the  project  site  in  compliance  with  legal  requirements  for  EIR 
content  (California  Public  Resources  Code  §2100(b)). 

In  response  to  comments  requesting  an  alternative  between  6  and  50  lots,  the 
text  below  is  added  following  the  existing  text  on  DEIR  page  27: 

"Alternative  D:    Healthy  Tree  Preservation  Alternative 

"The  two  independent  biological  reconnaissance  reports  indicate  that  a  portion 
of  the  larger  trees  on  the  northern  half  of  the  proposed  housing  site  are  old, 
diseased,  or  overdue  for  pruning  and  maintenance.  The  removal  of  these  and 
associated  smaller  but  healthy  trees,  coupled  with  the  existing  open  land  on 
the  site,  would  create  space  for  twenty-one  lots  and  twenty-one  housing  units 
(42%  of  the  units  in  the  proposed  project),  as  shown  in  Figure  9,  page  27a  [page 
C&R  -  34].  All  lots  would  have  25  ft.  frontages  and  would  range  in  length  from 
100  ft.  to  132  ft.  To  provide  access  to  the  proposed  lots,  the  western  side 
of  Bacon  Street  would  be  extended  approximately  320  ft.  into  a  cul-de-sac  (120 


Hepburn,  David,  President,  Bridgemont  High  School,  written  communication  to  John  Shaw  of  Bendix 
Environmental  Research,  Inc.,  October  10,  1989.  A  copy  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of 
City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  6th  Floor. 
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ft.  less  than  the  proposed  project),  and  the  Yale  Street  cul-de-sac  would  be 
extended  approximately  130  ft.  north  (about  30  ft.  farther  than  in  the  proposed 
project) . 

"This  alternative  would  involve  cutting  down  about  95  predominantly  unhealthy 
trees  (including  12  of  the  trees  over  25  inches  in  diameter)  while  preserving 
most  of  the  healthy  trees  on  the  site.  Landscaping  would  mitigate  some  of  the 
visual  and  biological  impacts  of  cutting  trees  on  the  site.  A  homeowner's 
association  to  collect  money  from  future  project  landowners  would  have  to  be 
established  to  fund  a  maintenance  and  security  program  for  the  undeveloped 
portions  of  the  site. 

"Impacts  on  housing-related  traffic  and  parking  in  the  area  would  be  approxi- 
mately half  those  of  the  proposed  50-unit  project  and  less  than  half  of  those 
of  Alternatives  A  and  E.  The  21-unit  alternative  would  exert  the  greatest 
effect  on  the  Cambridge/Si  1 1  iman  intersection,  where  the  V/C  ratio  would  increase 
from  its  present  value  of  0.25  to  0.27  in  1993.  Cambridge  Street  would  experience 
the  greatest  increase  in  housing-related  trips,  which  would  rise  about  4%  under 
this  alternative.    This  change  would  be  undetectable. 

"Utility  and  services  demand  would  be  approximately  half  that  of  the  proposed 
50-unit  development  and  less  than  half  of  that  of  Alternatives  A  and  E,  and 
would  be  within  the  service  capacity  of  the  utilities  and  service  providers  in 
the  area. 

"This  alternative  would  not  provide  for  a  possible  access  road  to  the  Sisters 
of  the  Good  Shepherd  Convent  from  the  eastern  extension  of  Bacon  Street,  which 
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would  be  possible  under  the  proposed  project.  The  Convent  is  currently  inacces- 
sible by  public  road. 

"The  Project  Sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  the  average  selling 
price  per  unit  would  have  to  increase  from  about  $380,000  to  about  $900,000. 
This  price  would  exclude  most  potential  buyers  from  purchasing  a  new  home  in 
this  development.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  proposed  houses  could  be  sold  at  this 
price  in  the  free  market.  The  Sponsor  further  believes  that  potential  homeowners 
would  view  the  undeveloped  areas  of  this  alternative  as  a  liability  rather  than 
an  asset  because  of  security  concerns  and  potential  escalation  of  maintenance 
and  security  costs.7" 

Figure  9  has  been  added  as  EIR  page  27a  [page  C&R  -  34]. 

The  following  text  has  been  inserted  after  the  semicolon  on  line  2  of  116,  EIR 
page  1:  "a  21-um't  alternative,  which  would  preserve  the  healthy  trees  on  the 
site;" 

The  proposed  project  has  been  modified  to  provide  one-for-one  tree  replacement, 
as  indicated  by  the  plan  for  tree  preservation  and  replacement  on  page  C&R  - 
8. 


Wong,  Henry,  Project  Sponsor,  telephone  communication  to  Selina  Bendix  and  John  Shaw  of  Bendix 
Environmental  Research,  Inc.,  September  19,  1989. 
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11.  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 
Comments : 

"...On  page  21  where  you  have  a  finding,  'No  project  specific  or  cumulative 
impacts  have  been  identified.1  I  just  don't  think  in  an  urban  environment  you 
can  say  that  tearing  down  three  or  four  hundred  trees  is  not  a  significant 
effect.  And  if  that  remains  in  here,  I  can't  certify  this  document...  The  city 
needs  trees."  (Susan  Bierman,  Planning  Commissioner,  oral  comments  of  August 
10,  1989) 

Response: 

The  above  comment  is  partially  addressed  by  the  response  under  Aesthetic  Impacts, 
beginning  on  page  C&R  -  6. 

Pursuant  to  §31.28  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  the  Planning 
Commission  will  determine  whether  this  project  would  have  a  significant  impact 
on  the  environment  at  the  time  of  certification  of  the  EIR. 

12.  EIR  FORMAT 
Comments: 

"This  seems  to  be  a  particularly  narrow  EIR,  just  focusing  on  the  impact  caused 
by  the  removal  of  the  trees.  Could  you  perhaps  describe  what  led  up  to  the 
narrowing  of  that  EIR  and  a  little  background  on  the  project?"  (James  Morales, 
Vice  President,  City  Planning  Commission,  oral  comments  of  August  10,  1989) 
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Response; 

An  Initial  Study  was  prepared  for  the  proposed  project.  On  the  basis  of  the 
Initial  Study  it  was  determined  that  the  only  potentially  significant  impact 
that  the  proposed  project  could  have  on  the  physical  environment  was  the  removal 
of  a  large  number  of  mature  trees.  A  separate  transportation  report  was  prepared 
that  analyzed  the  impacts  of  the  project  as  proposed  and  found  that  the  project 
would  not  have  significant  traffic  impact  on  the  environment.  On  the  basis  of 
the  Initial  Study  analysis,  all  potential  impacts  other  than  tree  removal  were 
focused  out  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

13.  STAFF  INITIATED  TEXT  AMENDMENTS 

The  three  photographs  in  Figure  6,  EIR  page  15,  have  been  labelled  "a"  (top), 
"b"  (middle)  and  "c"  (bottom). 

The  following  text  has  been  added  as  the  first  paragraph  on  EIR  page  6: 

"The  two-story,  southernmost  four  houses  on  Cambridge  Street  would  be  set  back 
four  ft.  from  the  sidewalk.  All  of  the  houses  on  the  proposed  Yale  Street  cul- 
de-sac  extension  would  be  set  back  an  average  of  10.5  ft.  (range  5  ft.  -  15 
ft.).    No  other  setbacks  are  proposed." 

The  following  Alternative  has  been  added  beginning  on  EIR  page  27b  following 
Alternative  D  (page  C&R  -  31): 
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"Alternative  E:    Minor  Second  Units  Alternative 

50  Units  and  up  to  42  Minor  Second  Units 

"A  change  in  the  present  zoning  of  the  site  from  RH-1  to  RH-l(S)  (House, 
Residential,  One-Family  with  Minor  Second  Unit)  District  would  create  the 
potential  for  100  units  on  the  proposed  development  site.  This  Alternative 
would  involve  construction  of  50  units  as  in  the  proposed  project  and  the  first 
floor  living  area  of  42  of  the  proposed  houses  (84%  of  the  total  development) 
would  be  permitted  to  be  later  modified  by  the  homeowner  to  create  a  legal 
second  dwelling  unit  of  not  more  than  600  sq.  ft.  Provisions  would  be  made  for 
some  of  these  units  to  be  restricted  to  occupancy  by  persons  of  limited  income. 
These  provisions  would  be  developed  in  consultation  with  staff  of  the  Planning 
Department  and  the  Mayor's  Office. 

"All  impacts  dependent  upon  grading  and  construction  would  be  equivalent  to  those 
of  the  proposed  project.  If  all  42  units  were  converted  and  each  resulted  in 
an  additional  car,  the  change  in  housing-related  traffic  would  be  similar  to 
that  of  the  99-unit  Alternative  and  would  not  affect  the  present  free  flowing 
traffic  in  the  area.  Utility  and  services  demand  would  be  greater  than  for  the 
proposed  project,  but  less  than  that  of  the  99  unit  Alternative  because  of  the 
smaller  unit  size,  and  would  be  within  the  service  capacity  of  the  utilities 
and  service  providers  in  the  area. 

"The  impacts  of  the  92-unit  Alternative  would  be  expected  to  be  introduced 
gradually,  as  individual  homeowners  decided  to  convert  their  first  floors. 
Because  some  homeowners  may  never  choose  to  add  a  second  dwelling  unit,  the  full 
extent  of  this  Alternative's  impacts  may  never  be  realized.    The  small  size  of 
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the  added  units  (600  sq.  ft.)  would  restrict  the  number  of  second  unit  inhabitants 
to  one  or  two  persons.  Unlike  the  99-unit  Alternative,  this  Alternative  would 
not  have  a  visual  impact  different  from  the  50-unit  development  because  the 
conversions  would  be  entirely  internal  to  extant  buildings. 

"The  Mayor's  Housing  Advisory  Committee  encourages  developments  of  greater  than 
20  dwelling  units  to  include  some  affordable  housing.8  A  system  to  collect 
money  from  homeowners  with  the  convertible  units  would  be  developed  in  order 
to  preclude  the  use  of  City  funds  to  monitor  the  second  units  to  insure  that 
they  do  not  exceed  600  sq.  ft.  and  that  income  restrictions  on  occupants  are 
observed. " 

The  first  part  of  16,  DEIR  page  1,  has  been  modified  to  read  "Alternatives 
considered  include  two  higher  density  housing  alternatives  (92  and  99  units), 
which  would  each  have  similar  biological  impacts  to  those  of  the  proposed 
project. . . 11 


An  Affordable  Housing  Action  Plan  for  San  Francisco,  Mayor's  Advisory  Conmittee  Draft  Report,  Oct. 
4,  1989,  p. 38. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning 


450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


NOTICE  THAT  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:    June  16,  1989 


Lead  Agency:        City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street  -  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Agency  Contact  Person:    Ivan  M.  Christie    Telephone:    (415)  558-6386 


Project  Title:      File  No.  88.562EC  Project  Sponsor:    Bridgemont  High  School 

Bridgemont  High  School 
Subdivision 

Project  Contact  Person:    Henry  Y.  H.  Wong 

Lee  Woods,  Jr. 


Project  Address:    501  Cambridge  Street,  east  side  between  Way! and  and  Felton  Streets. 
Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):    Block  5992A  (entire  block) 
City  and  County:    San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  Proposed  subdivision  of  an  approximately  10  acre  site  into  a  3.5 
acre  southern  parcel  with  50  single  family  homes,  a  4.5  acre  middle  parcel  with 
continued  existing  educational  and  religious  uses  in  rehabilitated  buildings,  and  a  1.9 
acre  northern  parcel  with  continued  operation  of  an  existing  educational  use;  requires 
Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  City  Planning  Commission. 


THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15063  (Initial  Study),  15064 
(Determining  Significant  Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance,  and 
the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Environmental  Evaluation  (Initial  Study) 
for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 


Deadline  for  Filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commission: 
 June  26, _1 939  . 

An  Appeal  requires:    1)    a  letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal,  and; 

2)    a  $75.00  filing  fee. 

BARBARA  W.  SAHM,  Environmental  Review  Officer 

BWS:eh 


A-2 


Bridgemont  High  School  Subdivision 
Initial  Study 
88.562E 


I.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  project  is  to  subdivide  the  site  at  501  Cambridge  Street  (see  Figure 
1,  page  2),  encompassing  all  of  Assessor's  Block  5992A,  into  three  parcels  (see 
Figure  2,  page  3).  The  project  sponsor,  Bridgemont  High  School,  would  subdivide 
the  approximately  ten  acre  site  into  a  3.5  acre  southern  parcel,  a  4.5  acre 
middle  parcel,  and  a  1.9  acre  northern  parcel.  The  southern  parcel  is  proposed 
to  be  sold  to  a  private  sponsor  who  would  further  subdivide  that  parcel  into 
50  lots  and  construct  50  single-family  homes.  Bridgemont  High  School  would 
retain  the  middle  parcel  for  its  educational  and  religious  uses  and  rehabilitate 
the  buildings  within  the  parcel.  The  northern  parcel  is  being  sold  to  the 
Fellowship  Academy,  which  presently  operates  a  private  preschool/K-8  school  on 
the  site  and  would  continue  that  use.  A  site  plan  of  the  project  is  provided 
in  Figure  2  on  page  3. 

The  project  would  require  subdivision  approvals  by  the  Department  of  Public 
Works.  Approval  of  Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
would  be  required  for  continuation  of  the  school  uses  on  the  middle  and  northern 
parcels  and  for  off-street  parking  in  excess  of  City  Planning  Code  allowances. 

The  site  is  on  University  Mound,  about  two  blocks  north  of  McLaren  Park  within 
an  RH-1  (House,  One-Family)  district.  It  lies  between  Wayland  Street  on  the 
south,  Felton  Street  on  the  north,  Cambridge  Street  on  the  west  and  Amherst  and 
Princeton  Streets  on  the  east  (see  Figure  1,  page  2).  The  property  contains 
about  320,000  sq.ft.  of  gently  to  steeply  sloping  land  and  eleven  buildings  in 
educational  and  religious  use,  as  described  below.  There  are  over  400  trees 
on  the  site,  most  of  which  stand  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  lot.  Bacon 
Street  ends  at  the  eastern  and  western  site  boun-  daries.  Yale  Street,  a  north- 
south  street,  is  interrupted  by  the  site.  A  one-way,  10  ft.  wide,  loop  road 
circles  the  property  within  the  site  and  exits  from  a  driveway  onto  Cambridge 
Street  about  100  ft.  south  of  the  entrance  way.  An  existing  hedge  and  Monterey 
Cypress  along  Cambridge  Street  screen  the  site  from  the  street. 

The  southern  parcel  would  be  subdivided  into  50  single  unit  lots.  Per  City 
Planning  Code  standards  for  minimum  lot  size,  42  of  the  lots  would  contain 
2,500  sq.ft.  or  more  of  area;  eight  corner  houses  would  contain  1,750  sq.ft. 
of  area.  All  of  the  lots  would  have  25-ft.  frontages;  all  the  units  would 
consist  of  three  or  four  bedrooms. 

The  units  would  be  configured  in  three  basic  floor  plans,  depending  on  slope 
of  the  lots.  About  30  units  on  level,  standard  lots  would  be  2-story  with  a 
2-car  garage.  Approximately  twelve  units  are  proposed  on  relatively  steep 
slopes.  In  these  units  a  family  room  would  be  provided  on  a  third  story  at  the 
back  of  the  building.  Grading  and  earthwork  would  be  performed  in  a  manner  to 
avoid  erosion  and  deposition  of  soil  into  the  storm  drain  systems.  Siltation 
ponds  would  be  constructed  to  handle  all  runoff;  hay  bales  and/or  construction 
fabrics  would  be  used  to  divert  silt  laden  water  away  from  catch  basins.  Eight 
houses,  four  each  facing  Amherst  Street  and  Cambridge  Street  extending  south 
100  feet  from  the  south  property  line  of  Bacon  Street,  would  be  constructed  on 
25  ft.  x  70  ft.  long  lots.  These  units  would  be  three-story,  with  two  floors 
of  living  space  above  a  family  room  and  two-car  garage. 
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Driveways  into  some  of  the  adjacent  units  would  be  built  adjoining  one  another 
to  minimize  curb  cuts  and  impermeable  cover  and  to  maximize  preservation  of 
trees  on  the  site  and  curb  parking. 

Development  of  the  southern  parcel  in  housing  would  require  removal  of  several 
hundred  trees,  mostly  Monterey  Cypress  and  Pines  and  some  other  pine  and  orna- 
mental species  as  a  result  of  grading  and  construction  activities.  They  would 
be  partially  replaced  by  landscaping  and  street  trees  planted  in  accordance  with 
San  Francisco  Planning  Code  §  143. 

Bridgemont  High  School's  existing  educational  and  religious  activities  on  the 
middle  parcel  would  continue  with  minor  interior  and  exterior  remodeling  of 
existing  buildings.  The  School's  projected  four  year  enrollment  (1992-3  school 
year)  is  160  students,  approximately  double  current  enrollment,  with  16  faculty 
and  9  staff. 

Existing  activities  on  the  northern  parcel  associated  with  the  Fellowship 
Academy  and  the  Little  Friends'  Preschool  would  continue.  The  Fellowship 
presently  projects  an  increase  in  enrollment  of  about  20%  (from  185  to  225 
students)  with  3  new  staff  (from  23  to  26)  by  1993.  The  Fellowship  is  consid- 
ering several  alternative  access  schemes:  continuation  of  access  via  Bridge- 
mont' s  driveway  (contingent  upon  an  easement  from  Bridgemont  School);  access 
from  a  driveway  from  the  Yale  Street  cul-de-sac,  or  from  a  private  driveway  from 
Cambridge  Street  at  the  far  north-west  corner  of  the  parcel  (see  figure  2,  page 
3).  Circulation  changes  would  include  construction  of  a  "round-about"  drop  off 
point  in  front  of  the  facility  main  entrance  and  widening  of  the  existing  road 
to  about  20  ft. 

Street  improvements  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  include  extending  Bacon 
Street  east  about  440  ft.  from  Cambridge  Street.  The  existing  Yale  Street  cul- 
de-sac  at  the  southern  property  line  would  be  retained  and  extended  about  100 
ft.  north.  The  possibility  of  Bacon  Street  through  to  Amherst  Street  was 
considered  and  rejected  because  it  would  have  required  acquisition  of  a  parcel 
of  land  not  owned  by  the  Project  Sponsor  and  not  on  the  market. 

Under  the  City  Planning  Code  51  units  would  be  permitted  on  the  152,500  sq.ft. 
southern  parcel  by  subdivision,  at  one  unit  per  3000  sq.ft.  of  lot  area.  Up 
to  99  units  could  be  built  on  the  parcel  with  Conditional  Use  authorization  from 
the  City  Planning  Commission.  Fifty  units  are  proposed  on  the  southern  parcel. 
Within  a  40-X  height  and  bulk  district,  no  portion  of  any  dwelling  may  exceed 
a  height  of  35  ft.  except:  1)  40  ft.  is  permitted  where  the  average  ground 
elevation  at  the  rear  line  of  the  lot  is  higher  by  20  or  more  feet  than  at  the 
front  line  thereof,  and  2)  30  ft.  is  permitted  where  the  average  ground  eleva- 
tion at  the  rear  line  of  the  lot  is  lower  by  20  or  more  ft.  than  at  the  front 


The  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Code  §  143  requires  that  residential  development  include  planting 
of  one  15  gallon  street  tree  per  every  20  ft.  of  building  frontage,  on  average.  The  project  sponsor  proposes 
to  meet  this  requirement  by  planting  15  gallon  trees  of  a  type  approved  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  in 
the  public  right-of-way  fronting  the  development.  Project  sponsor  also  proposes  to  cluster  additional  trees 
in  backyard  areas  and  at  cul-de-sac  endings  in  an  attempt  to  recreate  the  scenic  and  habitat  values  currently 
provided  by  the  massed  trees  on  the  site. 
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1  ine  (City  Planning  Code  §  261) .  The  proposed  units  would  comply  with  applicable 
height  limits. 


II.    SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

The  proposed  project  is  examined  in  this  Initial  Study  to  identify  potential 
effects  on  the  environment.  A  project-specific  potential  effect  has  been 
determined  to  be  potentially  significant,  and  will  be  analyzed  in  an  environmen- 
tal impact  report  (EIR).  That  effect  is  the  loss  of  substantial  numbers  of 
mature,  scenic  trees  from  the  proposed  southern  parcel. 

B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

The  following  potential  environmental  impacts  were  determined  either  to  be 
insignificant  or  have  been  mitigated  to  an  insignificant  level  by  measures 
included  in  the  project.  The  following  items  require  no  further  environmental 
analysis . 

Land  Use:  The  project  would  comply  with  existing  zoning  and  would  be  compatible 
in  use  and  scale  with  surrounding  residential  development. 

Visual  Quality;  Views  of  the  project  site  would  change  from  those  of  an  insti- 
tution surrounded  by  wooded  growth  to  views  of  houses  and  associated  landscaping 
similar  in  scale  and  character  to  existing  surrounding  development.  Views  from 
more  distant  public  areas  would  not  be  noticeably  affected  because  the  green 
area  within  the  project  site  is  small  in  comparison  with  nearby  McLaren  Park. 

Population:  The  increase  in  population  on  the  project  site  would  be  within  the 
density  planned  and  provided  for  in  the  surrounding  neighborhood.  No  persons 
or  uses  would  be  displaced  from  the  site. 

Transportation/Circulation:  Project  development  would  increase  traffic  on  area 
streets  but  would  not  significantly  affect  the  existing  free-flowing  traffic 
conditions  of  the  surrounding  street  system.  The  most  noticeable  traffic  impact 
would  be  felt  on  Yale  Street  between  Felton  Street  and  the  project  site  if  the 
Fellowship  Academy  entrance  were  moved  to  Yale  Street.  There  are  presently 
approximately  60  off-street  parking  spaces  on  the  site.  Two  off-street  parking 
spaces  would  be  provided  for  each  dwelling  unit  in  addition  to  new  on-street 
parking  spaces.  Bridgemont  High  School  proposes  to  provide  160  off-street 
parking  spaces  in  an  overflow  lot.  Project  increases  in  area  transit  demand 
would  not  substantially  affect  existing  service  levels. 

Noise:  Construction  activities  would  result  in  a  temporary  increase  in  noise 
levels.  Ambient  noise  levels  would  remain  within  typical  residential  levels 
within  the  surrounding  area  upon  project  completion. 

Air  Quality/Climate:  Construction  air  quality  impacts  would  be  mitigated  to 
an  insignificant  level.  After  project  completion,  impacts  on  air  quality  would 
not  be  measurable. 
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Public  Services  and  Utilities:  The  increased  demand  for  public  services  and 
utilities  attributable  to  the  project  would  not  require  additional  personnel 
or  equipment,  and  could  be  accommodated  by  existing  services. 

Geology:  A  preliminary  geotechnical  report  found  the  site  suitable  for  devel- 
opment. A  detailed  geotechnical  report  would  be  prepared  for  the  project  by 
a  California-licensed  engineer.  The  project  sponsor  and  contractor  would  follow 
recommendations  made  in  that  report  regarding  building  construction. 

Water:  The  project  would  not  degrade  or  deplete  ground  water  resources,  or  cause 
flooding,  erosion  or  siltation. 

Energy/Natural  Resources:  The  project  would  be  designed  and  constructed  to 
conform  with  the  energy  requirements  of  Title  24  of  the  California  Government 
Code. 

Hazards:  It  is  known  that  some  asbestos  insulation  is  present  in  existing 
buildings  on  the  project  site.  All  work  in  and  near  asbestos-containing 
buildings  would  be  performed  in  accordance  with  relevant  worker  safety  regula- 
tions. 

Cultural :  The  project  would  not  conflict  with  preservation  of  any  buildings 
of  City  landmark  quality.  There  are  no  known  archaeological  or  cultural  remains 
in  the  project  vicinity. 


III.    ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST 


A.    COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS     Not  Applicable  Discussed 

1.  Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations, 
or  changes  proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code 

or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.    X 


*2.  Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  environ- 
mental plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region, 

if  applicable.  X  X 

Relevant  Objectives  and  Policies  of  the  Master  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  include:  Objective  1,  Policy  4,  of  the  Residence  Element,  which 
seeks  to  "encourage  infill  housing  on  appropriate  sites  in  established  neigh- 
borhoods"; Objective  2  of  the  Residence  Element,  which  seeks  to  "increase 
substantially  the  supply  of  housing  without  overcrowding  or  adversely  affecting 
the  prevailing  character  of  the  existing  neighborhoods."  The  project  would 
increase  the  supply  of  housing  on  an  infill  site,  and  would  not  exceed  the  zoned 
density  limits  or  affect  the  prevalent  character  of  the  existing  neighborhood. 
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Specific  permit  requirements  would  apply  to  each  element  of  the  proposed  pro- 
ject. Bridgemont  School  would  require  Parcel  Map  approval  from  the  City  Plan- 
ning Commission  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  for  initial  subdivi- 
sion of  the  site.  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  City  Planning  Commis- 
sion would  be  required  to  legalize  the  continued  operation  of  educational  and 
religious  institutions  within  an  RH-1  District  pursuant  to  City  Planning  Code 
§  209.3.  Construction  of  50  single-family  dwelling  units  on  the  southern  parcel 
would  require  subdivision  and  street  improvement  permits  from  the  City  Planning 
Commission  and  DPW.  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  City  Planning 
Commission  would  be  required  for  the  proposed  16-foot  wide  garage  doors.  Con- 
tinuation of  existing  school  uses  on  the  northern  parcel  would  require  Condi- 
tional Use  authorization  by  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

In  November,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M  (§  101.1 
of  the  City  Planning  Code)  which  establishes  eight  Priority  Policies.  These 
policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses; 
protection  of  neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of 
affordable  housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of 
industrial  and  service  land  business  ownership;  earthquake  preparedness; 
landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space. 
Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under 
CEQA  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  the  City  would 
have  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  is  consistent  with  these  Priority  Poli- 
cies. The  case  report  for  the  project's  proposed  subdivision  and  requests  for 
Conditional  Use  authorization  and  subsequent  motion  for  the  City  Planning 
Commission  will  contain  the  analysis  determining  whether  the  proposed  project 
is  in  compliance  with  the  eight  Priority  Policies. 


Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  C,  normally  significant  effect. 
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B.    ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  -  Could  the  pro.iect:  Yes     No  Discussed 

1.  Land  Use 

*a.    Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 

of  an  established  community?    X  X 

*b.    Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the 

existing  character  of  the  vicinity?    X  _X  

The  proposed  housing  and  street  improvements  would  extend  the  existing  neigh- 
borhood residential  pattern  onto  the  southern  portion  of  the  project  site. 
Loss  of  the  site's  densely  wooded  area  to  housing  would  be  noticeable  to  area 
residents  but  would  not  significantly  affect  the  surrounding  areas'  existing 
single-family  residential  character.  The  site  does  not  presently  serve  as 
public  open  space  nor  is  it  identified  in  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element 
of  the  City's  Master  Plan  as  open  space.  Major  public  open  space  is  provided 
by  McLaren  Park,  two  blocks  south  of  the  site. 

The  proposed  project  would  not  have  significant  impacts  on  land  use  and  this 
subject  will  not  be  discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 


2.    Visual  Quality  Yes     No  Discussed 

*a.    Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative 

aesthetic  effect?  X  X 


b.  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  sce- 
nic view  or  vista  now  observed  from  public 
areas? 


c.    Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  substan- 
tially impacting  other  properties?    _X    

Should  the  project  as  proposed  be  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission, 
views  of  the  project  site  from  McLaren  Park  would  change  from  those  of  an 
institution  surrounded  by  wooded  growth  to  views  of  houses  and  associated 
landscaping  similar  in  scale  and  character  to  existing  surrounding  development. 
Views  from  more  distant  public  areas  would  not  be  noticeably  affected  because 
the  green  area  in  the  project  site  is  small  in  comparison  with  nearby  McLaren 
Park. 


Views  of  the  southern  parcel  would  change  from  existing  street  level  views  of 
a  closely  wooded  lot  planted  in  ornamental  hedges,  acacias,  and  Monterey  Pine 
and  Cypress,  to  views  of  single  family  housing  similar  to  existing  neighborhood 
houses.  Proposed  improvement  of  the  Bridgemont  School  main  parking  area  and 
entrance  (along  Cambridge  Street)  would  not  be  visible  from  the  street. 


Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  C,  normally  significant  effect. 
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Access  plans  for  the  proposed  northern  parcel  may  result  in  removal  of  an 
existing  hedge  running  along  the  site's  Cambridge  Street  frontage.  If  access 
would  be  from  the  existing  Bridgemont  driveway  via  easement,  the  hedge  and  trees 
near  Cambridge  Street  would  remain.  If  access  were  from  Yale  Street,  the  hedge 
would  remain.  If  access  were  to  be  from  Cambridge  Street,  some  or  all  of  the 
hedge  and  trees  would  be  removed. 

Retention  of  the  Cambridge  Street  hedge  would  continue  to  screen  the  entire 
parcel  and  proposed  remodeling  of  buildings  and  improvement  of  the  front  parking 
area  from  public  view. 


3.    Population  Yes     No  Discussed 

*a.    Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration 

of  population?   _X   _X  

*b.    Displace  a  large  number  of  people  (in- 
volving either  housing  or  employment)?    X   

c.    Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional 
housing  in  San  Francisco,  or  substantially 

reduce  the  housing  supply?    _X    

The  project  would  increase  the  population  in  the  immediate  neighborhood  by  about 
50  families.  This  would  be  within  the  RH-1  density  planned  and  provided  for 
in  the  project  neighborhood.  An  approximate  doubling  of  the  Bridgemont  school 
regular  enrollment  would  result  in  about  the  same  student  population  as  during 
the  existing  summer  session  operations  and  would  not  create  significant  new 
population  impacts.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  existing  number  of  resi- 
dents on  the  middle  parcel.  No  persons  or  uses  would  be  displaced  from  the 
site.  The  project  would  provide  housing  to  satisfy  a  portion  of  existing 
citywide  housing  demand. 

There  would  be  no  significant  population  impacts  and  this  subject  will  not  be 
discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 


4.     Transportation/Circulation  Yes     No  Discussed 

*a.    Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  sub- 
stantial in  relation  to  the  existing  traf- 
fic load  and  capacity  of  the  street  sys- 
tem? X  X 


b.    Interfere  with  existing  transportation  sys- 
tems, causing  substantial  alterations  to 

circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic  hazards?    X  __X 


c.    Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 
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demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?    X  X 

d.    Cause  a  substantial    increase  in  parking 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  parking  facilities?    X  X 

A  transportation  study  for  the  project  was  prepared  by  an  independent  consultant 
(a  copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  6th  Floor).  The  conclusions  of  that  study  are 
contained  herein. 

The  peak  traffic  period  for  the  area  is  7:00  -  9:00  am.  The  project  would  add 
62  school-related  and  50  housing-related  morning  peak  hour  trips  to  area  inter- 
sections, a  total  of  112  trips.  Area  intersections  presently  operate  at  Level 
of  Service  (LOS)  A  (free-flowing,  excellent  traffic  operation)  and  have  suffi- 
cient capacity  to  absorb  112  peak  hour  trips  without  significantly  affecting 
the  intersection  level  of  service.  (For  further  information  about  traffic 
Levels  of  Service,  see  Appendix  1,  page  21.) 

Four  local  intersections  (Cambridge  and  Silliman  Streets,  Felton  and  Yale 
Streets,  Cambridge  and  Bacon  Streets,  and  Bacon  and  University  Streets)  were 
analyzed  for  existing  and  anticipated  1993  traffic  Levels  of  Service  (LOS)  for 
various  possible  project  street  layout  scenarios.  All  present  and  future 
conditions  were  found  to  be  LOS  A. 

The  most  noticeable  impact  would  be  felt  on  Yale  Street  between  the  project  site 
and  Felton  Street  if  the  Fellowship  entrance  were  moved  to  Yale  Street. 
Southbound  traffic  in  this  block  would  increase  from  4  to  84  vehicles  during 
the  morning  peak  hour  and  northbound  traffic  during  this  hour  would  increase 
from  12  to  91  vehicles.  There  would  be  an  increase  of  the  Yale/Felton  Streets 
intersection  V/C  (traffic  volume  to  capacity  ratio)  from  0.11  to  0.20.  The 
highest  1993  V/C  ratio  at  any  neighborhood  intersection  would  be  0.29.  Note 
that  the  V/C  would  have  to  exceed  0.60  for  the  LOS  to  change  from  A  to  B  (very 
good  traffic  operation). 

In  order  for  Bacon  Street  to  be  extended  through  to  Amherst  Street,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  obtain  a  60  ft.  x  60  ft.  piece  of  property,  immediately  adjacent 
to  the  corner  of  Bacon/Amherst  Streets  from  the  Sisters  of  the  Good  Shepherd 
and  donate  it  to  the  City  as  public  right-of-way.  There  has  been  no  indication 
from  the  Sisters  of  intent  to  sell  this  piece  of  property. 

Existing  weekday  parking  demand  is  met  by  the  approximately  60  on-site  parking 
spaces.  Peak  parking  demand  in  the  project  area  occurs  on  Sundays.  A  survey 
of  parking  availability  on  Sunday,  September  18,  1988,  found  that  overflow  from 
on-site  spaces  occupied  most  of  the  available  curb  spaces  on  Cambridge,  Burrows, 


This  assumes  10  daily  person-trips  per  each  of  the  50  single  family  dwelling  units  and  10%  of  daily 
trips  occurring  during  the  peak  hour  (i.e.,  1  trip/dwelling  unit  in  the  peak  hour). 
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and  Bacon  Streets  within  one  block  of  the  site.  About  50  curb  parking  spaces 
remained  available  on  Oxford  Street,  about  1  1/2  blocks  from  the  site. 

Under  the  City  Planning  Code,  a  minimum  of  36  off-street  parking  spaces  for  the 
existing  uses  would  be  required  on  the  project  site  (Fellowship  and  Bridgemont). 
There  are  presently  approximately  60  off-street  parking  spaces  on  the  site.3 
Bridgemont  School  would  improve  the  main  parking  lot  and  create  an  overflow 
parking  lot  with  about  160  parking  spaces.  Under  the  City  Planning  Code,  46 
spaces  (150%  of  the  required  30  spaces)  would  be  permitted  on  the  site.  The 
project  would  exceed  this  permitted  amount  by  114  spaces  and  would  therefore 
require  Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

A  minimum  of  50  off-street  parking  spaces  (one  per  dwelling  unit)  would  be 
required  for  the  proposed  development  on  the  southern  parcel.  The  City  Planning 
Code  would  allow  up  to  75  off-street  spaces  on  the  southern  parcel.4  The 
project  proposes  two  off-street  parking  spaces  per  dwelling  unit  for  a  total 
of  100  off-street  spaces  within  the  southern  parcel.  The  Fellowship  Academy 
would  provide  8  on-site  parking  spaces,  as  permitted  by  the  City  Planning  Code. 
Project  housing  parking  demand  would  be  met  by  the  proposed  two  off-street 
parking  spaces  per  dwelling  unit.  The  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase 
of  29  on-street  parking  spaces  within  the  site.5 

Nearby  transit  lines  in  the  area  include  MUNI  lines  54  Felton  and  44  0'Shaugh- 
nessy.  Maximum  project  impact  could  increase  peak  period  ridership  on  the  54 
Felton  from  the  existing  50%  of  capacity  to  about  70%  of  capacity  and  peak 
period  ridership  would  increase  from  68%  of  capacity  to  75%  of  capacity  on  the 
44  0' Shaughnessy.  Such  a  potential  maximum  project  impact  would  be  within 
acceptable  service  levels. 

There  would  be  no  significant  transportation,  parking,  pedestrian  and  transit 
impacts  and  these  subjects  will  not  be  discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 


5.    Noise  Yes     No  Discussed 

*a.    Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise 

levels  for  adjoining  areas?    X  X 


b.    Violate  Title  25  Noise  Insulation  Stan- 
dards, if  applicable? 


Some  of  these  are  unmarked,  de  facto  spaces. 

4 

The  Code  allows  additional  off-street  parking  up  to  150%  of  the  total  required  parking. 

Extension  of  new  streets  onto  the  project  site  would  create  33  new  spaces  on  the  southern  parcel 
and  16  new  spaces  on  the  northern  parcel.  Driveways  for  project  housing  and  new  right-of-ways  would  eliminate 
18  existing  spaces  on  Cambridge  and  Amherst  Streets,  and  a  new  Fellowship  driveway  would  eliminate  two  existing 
spaces  on  Cambridge  Street  or  Yale  Street. 


Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  C,  normally  significant  effect. 
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c.    Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise 

levels?  X 


Noise  measurements  in  the  project  neighborhood  indicate  ambient  noise  levels 
typical  of  residential  areas  in  San  Francisco.  Readings  of  45-48  dBA  were 
found,  rising  to  around  65-68  dBA  when  automobiles  passed  on  the  streets  or  jets 
flew  over  the  area.  (For  further  information  about  typical  noise  levels  see 
Appendix  2,  page  22. ) 

A  doubling  of  vehicular  traffic  is  typically  necessary  to  create  a  perceptible 
increase  in  ambient  noise  (an  increase  of  3  dBA  over  existing  conditions).  If 
the  Fellowship  entrance  were  from  Yale,  traffic  levels  would  increase  enough 
to  cause  perceptible  noise  increases  some  of  the  time  during  the  a.m.  rush  hour 
on  Yale  Street  between  Silver  Avenue  and  the  Fellowship  entrance.  The  greatest 
percentage  traffic  increase  would  occur  on  Yale  Street  between  Felton  Street 
and  the  Fellowship  entrance;  because  there  would  be  one  or  two  vehicles  a 
minute  with  the  project,  the  vehicular  noise  would  not  be  perceptible  all  the 
time.6  Ambient  noise  levels  would  remain  within  typical  residential  levels  in 
the  project  area.  No  perceptible  traffic  noise  increases  would  occur  with  the 
Fellowship  entrance  on  Cambridge  Street. 

Title  24  of  the  California  Government  Code  establishes  uniform  noise  insulation 
standards  for  residential  projects.  The  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  would 
review  the  final  building  plans  to  ensure  that  the  building  wall  and  floor/ceil- 
ing assemblies  meet  State  standards  regarding  sound  transmission.7 

Demolition,  construction  and  operating  noise  impacts  generated  by  the  project 
would  be  controlled  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  and,  consequently, 
would  not  substantially  increase  noise  levels  above  those  in  the  area.  No  rock 
blasting  or  pile-driving  is  proposed  or  anticipated. 

If  access  to  the  Fellowship  site  should  be  chosen  via  Cambridge  Street,  a 
driveway  with  a  ten  ft.  grade  difference  would  have  to  be  constructed,  resulting 
in  short  term  construction  noise  levels  of  up  to  90  dBA  for  a  period  of  up  to 
two  months.  A  maximum  impact  noise  level  of  up  to  105  dBA,  which  could  last 
approximately  one  hour,  would  be  generated  by  creation  of  the  proposed  internal 
overflow  parking  lot  access  through  the  concrete  south  retaining  wall  of  the 
existing  Bridgemont  play  yard. 

There  would  be  no  significant  noise  impacts  and  this  subject  will  not  be  dis- 
cussed further  in  the  EIR. 


Bunching  of  vehicle  trips  during  the  peak  a.m.  traffic  hour  would  be  required  for  the  noise  of 
several  vehicles  to  superimpose  and  create  a  perceptible  noise  increase  over  that  of  a  single  car  passing. 
Noise  levels  due  to  single  cars  passing  would  occur  a  greater  percentage  of  the  time  than  at  present. 

7  Title  25  requires  conformity  with  Title  24  of  the  California  Government  Code  which  establishes 
uniform  noise  insulation  standards  for  residential  projects.  The  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  would  review 
the  final  building  plans  to  ensure  that  the  building  wall  and  floor/ceiling  assemblies  meet  State  standards 
regarding  sound  transmission. 
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6.  Air  Quality/Climate  Yes     No  Discussed 

*a.    Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or 
contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  or 

projected  air  quality  violation?    _X   X 

b.  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 

pollutant  concentrations?    _X   X 

c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 

odors?  X  X 


d.    Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 

(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to 

substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 

change  the  climate  either  in  the  community 

or  region?    X  X 

Project  generated  air  emissions  would  be  less  than  the  threshold  established 
for  potentially  significant  air  quality  effects  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District.  Construction  activity  would  temporarily  raise  dust  levels, 
but  not  to  a  level  that  would  have  a  significant  impact  upon  air  quality. 
School  children  could  be  sensitive  receptors  to  construction  related,  temporary 
increases  in  dust.  Dust  irritation  would  be  prevented  by  watering  dusty  con- 
struction areas  during  dry  or  windy  periods. 

The  project  would  not  shade  McLaren  Park  to  the  south  of  the  site  because  it 
is  downhill  and  north  of  the  Park.  Significant  odor-generating  activities  would 
not  take  place  on  the  site. 

There  would  be  no  significant  impacts  on  air  quality  or  shadows  and  these 
subjects  will  not  be  discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 


7.  Utilities/Public  Services  Yes     No  Discussed 

*a.    Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 
standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 
control?  X 


b.  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity  to 

serve  new  development?    _X_ 

c.  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 
recreation  or  other  public  facilities?    _X_ 

d.  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water,  or 
communications  facilities?  X 


The  proposed  project  would  increase  demands  for  and  use  of  public  services  and 
utilities,  but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  this  area. 
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No  sewer  extension  with  capacity  to  serve  other  new  development  is  anticipated. 
There  would  be  no  significant  impacts  on  public  services  or  utilities  and  these 
subjects  will  not  be  discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 


8.    Biology  Yes     No  Discussed 

*a.    Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 
species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat 

of  the  species?    _X   X 


rb.    Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 
wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere  substan- 
tially with  the  movement  of  any  resident 
or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife  species? 

c.    Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of 
mature,  scenic  trees? 


The  project  as  proposed  would  remove  most  of  the  roughly  300  trees  on  the 
southern  parcel  and  several  trees  on  the  northern  parcel.  Precisely  which  trees 
would  be  removed  cannot  be  determined  until  a  final  grading  plan  for  the 
southern  parcel  is  developed. 

The  loss  of  trees  and  wildlife  habitat  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

A  tree  survey  and  ecological  field  reconnaissance  were  prepared  by  independent 
consultants.  Copies  of  both  studies  are  available  for  public  review  in  the 
offices  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  These  studies  concluded  that  no 
plant  or  animal  species  considered  by  state  or  federal  authorities  to  be  rare 
or  endangered  were  observed  nor  have  any  been  reported  from  the  site  or  its 
vicinity.8    Endangered  species  will  not  be  discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 

9.    Geology/Topography  Yes     No  Discussed 

*a.  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geo- 
logic hazards  (slides,  subsidence,  erosion 
and  liquefaction)?    X  X 


b.  Change  substantially  the  topography  of  any 
unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the 
site? 


Wilcox,  Carl,  Environmental  Services,  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Region  3,  Yountville, 
CA;  and  York,  Rick,  Rare  Plant  Program,  California  Natural  Areas  Data  Base,  Sacramento,  CA;  cited  in  Renshaw, 
Diane  L.,  Pre} iminary  Field  Reconnaissance,  Crystal  Villa  Site,  San  Francisco,  CA,  June  27,  1988.  Available 
for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  St.,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102. op.  cit..  Available  for  public  review  in  the  case  file  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  St.,  San  Francisco. 
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The  project  site  lies  adjacent  to  a  Special  Geologic  Study  Area  as  shown  in  the 
Community  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan.  This  map  indicates 
areas  in  which  one  or  more  geologic  hazards  exist  with  the  potential  for  causing 
land  movement  or  inundation.  The  project  sponsor  has  provided  a  geotechnical 
investigation  report  that  is  on  file  with  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and 
available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the  project  file.9 

The  geotechnical  report  found  the  site  suitable  for  development  providing  that 
the  recommendations  included  in  the  report  were  incorporated  into  the  design 
and  construction  of  the  proposed  development.  These  recommendations  include 
but  are  not  limited  to:  grading  for  the  proposed  extension  of  Bacon  Street 
would  require  construction  of  a  five  to  ten  ft.  tall  retaining  wall  adjacent 
to  the  existing  Bridgemont  Administration  Building;  incorporation  of  measures 
to  avoid  movement  of  the  foundation  of  the  building  during  construction; 
drainage  ditches  installed  above  the  slopes  to  divert  the  surface  water  runoff 
and  minimize  erosion  of  the  slope  surface;  cut  and  fill  slopes  planted  with 
erosion  resistant  plants  or  otherwise  protected  as  soon  as  possible  following 
construction.  The  Sponsor  has  agreed  to  follow  the  recommendations  of  the 
report  in  constructing  the  project. 

The  final  building  plans  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
(BBI).  In  reviewing  building  plans,  the  BBI  refers  to  a  variety  of  information 
sources  to  determine  existing  hazards  and  assess  requirements  for  mitigation. 
Sources  reviewed  include  maps  of  Special  Geologic  Study  Areas  and  known 
landslide  areas  in  San  Francisco  as  well  as  the  building  inspector's  working 
knowledge  of  areas  of  special  geologic  concern.  The  above  referenced  geotechni- 
cal investigation  would  be  available  for  use  by  the  BBI  during  its  review  of 
building  permits  for  the  site.  BBI  could  require  preparation  of  additional 
site-specific  soils  report(s)  in  conjunction  with  permit  applications,  as 
needed. 

There  would  be  no  significant  geologic,  seismic  or  topographic  impacts  and  these 
subjects  will  not  be  discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 


10.  Water  Yes     No  Discussed 

*a.    Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or 

contaminate  a  public  water  supply?    X   


*b.  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground 
water  resources,  or  interfere  substantially 
with  ground  water  recharge? 

*c.    Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 
si ltation? 


Trans  Pacific  Geotechnical  Consultants,  Inc.,  Report  on  Geologic  Setting  and  Geologic  Hazards: 
Proposed  Housing  Development,  Cambridge  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  March  9,  1989. 
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The  project  would  result  in  increased  water  consumption  on  the  project  site  but 
not  more  than  planned  for  and  expected  in  the  area.  Construction  of  project 
dwelling  units  would  decrease  the  area  of  open  soil  available  for  ground  water 
recharge.  This  decrease  would  not  have  a  detectable  effect  on  groundwater 
recharge  in  the  area.  The  project  would  not  involve  use  of  hazardous  materials 
which  could  degrade  groundwater  quality. 

The  project  would  not  degrade  water  quality,  contaminate  a  public  water  supply, 
degrade  or  deplete  ground  water  resources,  interfere  substantially  with  ground 
water  recharge  or  cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or  siltation.  The  project 
would  have  no  significant  impacts  on  water  resources  and  this  subject  will  not 
be  discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 


11.  Energy/Natural  Resources  Yes     No  Discussed 

*a.    Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the 
use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or 

energy,  or  use  of  these  in  a  wasteful  manner?    X  X 


b.    Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 

resource?    X  X 

The  housing  would  conform  to  California  Code  of  Regulations  Title  24  energy 
conservation  standards  and  all  state  and  local  energy  conservation  codes. 
Construction  of  50  residential  units  would  increase  energy  consumption  on  the 
site  but  not  more  than  anticipated  and  planned  for  in  the  project  area.  The 
project  would  have  no  significant  impact  on  energy  resources  and  this  subject 
will  not  be  discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 


12.  Hazards  Yes     No  Discussed 

*a.  Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or 
involve  the  use,  production  or  disposal  of 
materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or 
animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area 

affected?  X  X 


rb.    Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  or 
emergency  evacuation  plans? 

c.    Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire 
hazard? 


As  the  result  of  a  PG&E  energy  audit  of  Bridgemont  School,  it  is  known  that  some 
asbestos  insulation  is  present  in  buildings.    Asbestos  has  been  reported  in 
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mechanical  spaces  in  the  six  Residence  Halls.  All  work  in  and  near  asbestos- 
containing  areas  would  be  performed  in  accordance  with  relevant  worker  safety 
regulations.  No  friable  asbestos  has  been  located  in  any  accessible  public 
space.  Hot  water  and  steam  pipes  in  several  of  the  buildings  are  insulated  with 
asbestos  as  are  two  boilers.  A  complete  assessment  of  asbestos  on  the  Bridge- 
mont site  is  being  prepared  by  an  EPA-Certif ied  Asbestos  Inspector  and  Manager. 
Treatment  of  asbestos  known  to  be  on  the  site  would  conform  to  recommendations 
of  the  Asbestos  Management  Plan  being  developed  for  Bridgemont  School  and  due 
for  release  in  May  1989.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  inspection  or  report 
will  include  the  four  residence  halls  which  would  be  purchased  by  the  Fellowship 
Academy.  The  Fellowship  would  have  an  asbestos  inspection  performed  on  these 
buildings  and  would  take  appropriate  measures  to  deal  with  any  potential  hazard. 

Construction  activities  and  tree  felling  adjacent  to  a  school  could  expose 
people,  particularly  school  children,  to  hazards.  The  Project  Sponsor  would 
instruct  all  construction  contractors  to  use  appropriate  mitigation  measures 
to  prevent  injury  to  persons  in  and  near  the  construction  area. 

The  site  and  all  school  buildings  were  inspected  by  the  San  Francisco  Fire 
Department  on  July  10,  1988.  Existing  uses  were  found  to  comply  with  all  fire 
regulations  with  the  exception  of  two  minor  signage  infractions  which  were 
corrected.  All  elements  of  the  project  would  conform  to  existing  codes  and 
regulations . 

Hazards  will  not  be  discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 


13.  Cultural  Yes     No  Discussed 

*a.    Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric 
or  historic  archeological  site  or  property 
of  historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a 
community  or  ethnic  group;    or  a  paleontolog- 
ical  site  except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific 
study?    X  X 


rb.    Conflict    with    established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific  uses 
of  the  area? 


c.  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or 
Article  11  of  the  City  Planning  Code?    _X_ 


There  are  no  known  archeological  resources  on  the  site.    Should  any  be  discov- 
ered on  the  site,  the  mitigation  measure  described  below  would  be  followed. 
Present  recreational  and  religious  uses  would  continue  on  the  site. 


10    Letter  from  Mr.  Bill  Schappert,  Property  Manager,  Bridgemont  High  School  to  Terry  Whisler,  Bendix 
Environmental  Research,  Inc.,  Environmental  Consultant,  October  3,  1988. 
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The  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  cultural  resources  and  this 
subject  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


C.    OTHER  Yes     No  Discussed 


Require  approval  of  permits  from  City  Departm- 
ents other  than  Department  of  City  Planning  or 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  or  from  Regional, 
State  or  Federal  Agencies?  X    X 

A  street  permit  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  be  required.  Permits 
from  other  City  departments,  Regional,  State  or  Federal  agencies  will  not  be 
further  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


D.    MITIGATION  MEASURES  Yes     No       N/A  Discussed 

1.  If  any  significant  effects  have  been  iden- 
tified, are  there  ways  to  mitigate  them?  X      X 

2.  Are  all  mitigation  measures  identified  above 

included  in  the  project?  X       

The  following  mitigation  measures  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  project. 

1.  Cultural  and  Historical  Resources.  Should  evidence  of  cultural  or  his- 
torical artifacts  of  significance  be  found  during  project  excavation,  the 
Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO)  and  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preser- 
vation Advisory  Board  would  be  notified  immediately,  and  any  excavation  which 
would  damage  such  artifacts  would  be  halted.  The  project  sponsor  would  select 
an  archaeologist  or  other  expert  acceptable  to  the  ERO  to  help  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  determine  the  significance  of  the  find  and  whether  feasible 
measures,  including  appropriate  security  measures,  could  be  implemented  to 
preserve,  or  recover  such  artifacts.  The  ERO  would  then  recommend  specific 
mitigation  measures  if  necessary. 

Copies  of  reports  prepared  according  to  this  mitigation  measure  would  be  sent 
to  the  California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Office  at  Sonoma  State  University. 
Excavation  or  construction  that  might  damage  the  discovered  cultural  resources 
would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of  four  weeks  (cumulatively  for  all  instances 
that  the  ERO  has  required  a  delay  in  excavation  or  construction)  to  permit 
inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate. 

2.  Construction  Air  Quality.  The  project  sponsor  would  cover  stockpiles  of 
soil,  sand,  and  other  such  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand, 
or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  streets  surrounding  demolition  and  con- 
struction sites  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  PM10n  emissions.  The  project 
sponsor  would  require  the  general  contractor  to  maintain  and  operate  construc- 


PMW  are  small  air  particles  which  are  the  most  likely  to  cause  respiratory  problems. 
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tion  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  PM10 and  other  pollutants, 
by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use 
or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance 
programs  (to  reduce  emissions)  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for 
much  of  a  construction  period.  The  Project  Sponsor  would  submit  a  written 
report  to  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  every  30  days,  beginning  from  the 
date  of  issuance  of  the  project  site  permit  to  completion  of  earthwork  activity 
on  the  site,  attesting  to  compliance  with  the  above  referenced  air  quality 
measures. 

Biological  Impacts.  Mitigation  of  the  impacts  of  cutting  trees  will  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR. 


E.  ALTERNATIVES 

a.  No  Project:    The  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition. 

b.  Smaller  Project:    Development  of  those  portions  of  the  southern  parcel 
which  would  have  minimal  impacts  on  the  existing  biology. 

c.  Larger  Project:     Development  of  99  single-family  dwellings  on  the 
southern  parcel,  with  street  improvements. 

These  alternatives  and  their  potential  impacts  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

F.  MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  Yes     No  Discussed 


*1.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade 
the  quality  of  the  environment,  substantially 
reduce  the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife  spe- 
cies, cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to 
drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to 
eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce 
the  number  or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or 
endangered  plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  impor- 
tant examples  of  the  major  periods  of  Califor- 
nia history  or  pre-hi story?    X 

*2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve 
short-term,  to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term, 
environmental  goals?    _X 

*3.  Does   the  project   have  possible  environmental 
effects   which   are    individually    limited,  but 
cumulatively  considerable?    (Analyze  in  the 
light  of  past  projects,  other  current  problems, 
and  probable  future  projects.)    X 
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*4.  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  ef- 
fects on  human  beings,  either  directly  or 
indirectly? 


X 


The  cutting  of  mature  scenic  trees  could  represent  a  significant  biological 
impact.    This  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


F.    ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 


I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  en- 
vironment, and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect 
on  the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case 
because  the  mitigation  measures,  numbers  /-^ ,  in  the  discussion  have  been 
included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be 
prepared. 


I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  envi- 
ronment, and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


BARBARA  W.  SAHM 
Environmental  Review  Officer 


for 


DEAN  L.  MACRIS 
Director  of  Planning 


* 
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APPENDIX  1.      VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  AT  SIGNALIZED  INTERSECTIONS 


Level  of  Volume/Capacity 
Service  Description  (v/c)  Ratio3 

A.  Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the        less  than  0.60 
approach  to  an  intersection  appears  quite  open  and 

turning  movements  are  made  easily.    Little  or  no 
delay  is  experienced.    No  vehicles  wait  longer  than 
one  red  traffic  signal  indication.    The  traffic 
operation  can  generally  be  described  as  excellent. 

B.  Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  0.61-0.70 
approach  to  an  intersection  is  occasionally  fully 

utilized  and  some  delays  may  be  encountered.  Many 
drivers  begin  to  feel  somewhat  restricted  within 
groups  of  vehicles.    The  traffic  operation  can 
generally  be  described  as  very  good. 

C.  Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  0.71-0.80 
approach  to  an  intersection  is  often  fully  utilized 

and  back-ups  may  occur  behind  turning  vehicles.  Most 
drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted,  but  not  objection- 
ably so.    The  driver  occasionally  may  have  to  wait 
more  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.  The 
traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as  good. 

D.  Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increas-  0.81-0.90 
ing  restriction  causing  substantial  delays  and  queues 

of  vehicles  on  approaches  to  the  intersection  during 
short  times  within  the  peak  period.    However,  there 
are  enough  signal  cycles  with  lower  demand  such  that 
queues  are  periodically  cleared,  thus  preventing  ex- 
cessive back-ups.    The  traffic  operation  can  generally 
be  described  as  fair. 

E.  Capacity  occurs  at  Level  of  Service  of  E.    It  repre-  0.91-1.00 
sents  the  most  vehicles  that  any  particular  intersec- 
tion can  accommodate.    At  capacity  there  may  be  long 

queues  of  vehicles  waiting  upstream  of  the  intersec- 
tion and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several  signal 
cycles.    The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  des- 
cribed as  poor. 

F.       Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.    Back-  1.01+ 
ups  from  locations  downstream  or  on  the  cross  street 
may  restrict  or  prevent  movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the 
approach  under  consideration.    Hence,  volumes  of  vehi- 
cles passing  through  the  intersection  vary  from  signal 
cycle  to  signal  cycle.    Because  of  the  jammed  condition, 
this  volume  would  be  less  than  capacity. 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Traffic  Division  Bureau  of  Engineering  from  Highway 
Capacity  Manual.  Highway  Research  Board,  1965. 

a  Capacity  is  defined  as  a  Level  of  Service  E. 
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APPENDIX  2.    TYPICAL  NOISE  LEVELS 


Loud 


Quiet 


Very  Quiet 


Decibels 


110 


Very  Loud  100 


90 


80 


70 


60 


50 


40 


30 


Pile  driver  (from  50  feet) 


Light  helicopter  take-off  (from  125  feet) 


Diesel  truck  (from  50  feet) 

Radio  or  TV  playing  in  living  room 

Passenger  car  on  city  street  (from  sidewalk) 


Whisper 

Rustle  of  paper 


-Source:    Department  of  City  Planning,  A  Proposal  for  Citizen  Review:  Trans- 
portation Noise,  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan 
of  San  Francisco,  August,  1984. 
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Excelsior  Business  Association 
4519  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94112 


Carol  Taylor 

Neighbors  of  the  Excelsior 

509  Naples  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94112 


Gary  Younger,  President 
Portola  District  Merchants 

Association 
2499  San  Bruno  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Cecil  Leake 

1244  Bacon  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Wah  Yan  Ng 

450  Amherst  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Gregory  &  Linda  Mastranelo 

439  Amherst  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 


Timothy  &  Rose  Keefe 

1819  -  25th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Martin  Haumann,  Jr. 

415  Amherst  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Maureen  Delema 

1245  Bacon  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Gary  &  Patricia  Ritzman 
606  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 
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45  Santa  Rosa  Avenue 
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Neil  Wallace,  President 
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San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Kenneth  E.  Goodwin 
Dinkel spiel  &  Dinkelspiel 
One  Market  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Vernon  Kirton 

Office  of  Supervisor  Hsieh 

235  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Charles  A.  Fernandez 

445  Amherst  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Filemon  T.  Palero,  Jr. 
%  Desert  PAC  Mortgage  —  #20809 
21777  Ventura  Boulevard 
Woodland  Hills,  CA  91364 

Abelardo  Maynes 

421  Amherst  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Adolph  &  Rita  P.  Fahbrini 

409  Amherst  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Rose  L.  Gysels 

600  Cambridge  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Anna  N.  Restani 

612  Cambridge  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 
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Frank  &  Jean  Gonzalez 

450  Yale  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 


Richard  Ribero 

544  Cambridge  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Frances  L.  Barone 
556  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Charles  R.  &  Leane  M.  Ciani 
568  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Love  A.  Bianchi 

580  Cambridge  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

James  Carrera 

590  Cambridge  Street 
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241  Yale  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Joseph  &  Leonie  Kennel 
500  Cambridge  Street 
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Lawrence  Lau 

526  Cambridge  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Clara  Lena 

538  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Antonio  &  Yenny  T.  Kwan 
1073  Sycamore  Drive 
Mi  11  brae,  CA  94030 

Rudolpho  &  Ena  Ramirez 
462  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 


William  &  Cora  Meriwether 
%  Home  Savings  of  America 
P.O.  Box  7075 
Pasadena,  CA  94115 

Amerigo  &  Louis  Sansoe 
550  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Luigia  Terragno 

562  Cambridge  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Wong  K.  Fong 

572  Cambridge  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Richard  &  Yvonne  Moore 
586  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Victoria  &  Tarn*  Carl  H.  Graff 

242  Yale  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Convent  of  Good  Shepherd 
501  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

George  0.  &  Rose  M.  Dagnino 
508  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Vincent  &  Maria  Alioto 
520  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Roy  &  Franca  Divita 
532  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

William  A.  Kentzwell 
444  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Baudelio  &  Raquel  Picazo 
456  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Fat  Ling  &  Lee  Kam  Wang 
468  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 
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Robert  &  Elissa  Cutten 
474  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Sun  Yee  Wong 

486  Cambridge  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Pov  Ming  &  May  Chi  Tov 
445  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 


Bill  Schappert 
Bridgemont  School 
501  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Lee  Woods 

1165  Vallejo  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Loren  Hering 

Inter-Pacific  Development,  Inc. 
P.O.  Box  21038 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121-0328 

Richard  Szeto 

2  Clement  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Gregory  &  Rosemarie  Kalahele 
480  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Anthony  J.  Campillo 
492  Cambridge  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Anne  M.  Cervantes 

Hard i son,  Komatsu,  Ivelich 

&  Tucker 

609  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Henry  Wong 

Ag  CV  Partners,  Inc. 

9955  SE  Washington  Street,  #128 

Portland,  OR  97216 

Stanley  B.  Long,  President 
Fellowship  Urban  Outreach 
200  Plymouth  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Robert  Peterson,  AIA 
525  Brannan  Street,  #207 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 


Kenneth  Wong 

Ag  CV  Partners,  Inc. 

607  -  34th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 
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EIR  Authors 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning 

Office  of  Environmental  Review 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Environmental  Review  Officer:  Barbara  W.  Sahm 
EIR  Coordinator:    Ivan  M.  Christie 

EIR  Consultants 

Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  418 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Principal-in-Charge:    Selina  Bendix,  Ph.D. 

Project  Manager:    Terry  Whisler/Tom  Burton 

Project  Sponsors 

Mr.  Stanley  B.  Long 
Former  President 
Fellowship  Urban  Outreach 
200  Plymouth  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Richard  Szeto,  President 
American  Realty  &  Construction  Co. 
2  Clement  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Mr.  Henry  Wong 

9955  S.E.  Washington  St.,  Suite  300 
Portland,  OR  97216 

Project  Architects 

Ms.  Anne  M.  Cervantes 

Hardison,  Komatsu,  Ivelich  &  Tucker 

609  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

(415)  541-0811 

Mr.  Robert  Peterson 
Peterson  Architects,  AIA 
525  Brannan  Street,    Suite  207 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 
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Botanical  Consultant 

Elizabeth  McClintock,  Ph.D. 

1335  Union  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Ecological  Consultant 

Diane  L.  Renshaw 
P.O.  Box  606 
Montara,  CA  94037 


Other  Agencies  and  Persons  Consulted 

Loren  Hering,  Inter-Pacific  Development,  Inc. 

Bill  Schappert,  Property  Manager,  Bridgemont  School 

Michael  Smith,  Gardener,  McLaren  Park,  San  Francisco  Park  and  Recreation 
Department 

Carl  Wilcox,  Environmental  Services,  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game, 
Region  3,  Yountville,  CA 

Lee  Woods,  Lee  Woods  Jr.  &  Associates 
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The  photographs  have  been  digitized  using  the  Thunderscan  (version  2.5) 
program  and  hardware  which  scans  a  photograph  and  enters  it  into  the  memory 
of  a  Macintosh  computer.    Figure  10,  pages  63  and  64  (pages  C&R  17  and  C&R 
18),  shows  a  photograph  (10a)  and  its  digitized  representation  (10b)  for 
comparison.    After  digitization,  the  Superpaint  program  (version  1.0)  was 
used  to  erase  the  trees  which  would  be  cut  (10c).    Buildings,  streets  and 
street  trees  were  then  drawn  in  (lOd).    The  resolution  (level  of  fetail)  in 
the  drawings  is  determined  by  the  size  of  the  original  photograph  and  the 
computer  programs  employed.    The  computerized  views  are  easier  to  "read"  when 
held  at  arm's  length. 
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a.    Photograph  of  Figure  4c,  EIR  page  11. 
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b.    Digitized  representation  of  same  photograph. 
FIGURE  10.  Step-by-Step  View  of  Digitization  Process 


SOURCE:  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
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d.    Digitized  representation  of  photograph  with  project  drawn  in. 
FIGURE  10.  Step-by-Step  View  of  Digitization  Process 

SOURCE:  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc.  JL 
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